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SDI,  SPACE  ARMS 


U.S.  SCIENTIST  ARGUES  SDI  IS  'UNFEASIBLE' 

PM090951  Moscow  IZVESTIYA  in  Russian  3  Jun  87  Morning  Edition  p  5 

[Interview  in  Stockholm  with  Professor  David  Pamas  by  own  correspondent  A. 
Sychev:  "David  Parnas:  SDI  Is  Expensive,  Stupid,  and  Dangerous" — date 

unspecified] 

[Text]  Stockholm — You  get  the  feeling  that  the  subject  of  the  "strategic 
defense  initiative"  does  not  just  interest  this  man.  It  worries  him  and 
arouses  his  sincere  concern. 

...the  biography  of  Professor  David  Parnas,  the  well  known  U.S.  scientist, 
contains  the  following  episode:  In  May  1985  he  was  invited  to  work  on  the 
creation  [sozdaniye]  of  computers  and  programs  for  them  within  the  SDI  frame¬ 
work.  But  2  months  later  he  resigned  and  became  an  active  opponent  of  the 
"strategic  defense  initiative."  Why?  This  is  the  reply  he  gave  me: 

[Parnas]  In  announcing  SDI,  President  Reagan  called  on  scientists  to  save 
the  world  from  the  threat  of  nuclear  weapons.  The  aim  is  admirable.  But  even 
then  I  had  my  doubts.  My  experience  of  working  with  computer-controlled  weapons 
suggested  that  no  system  could  meet  the  demands  of  SDI. 

Well,  for  a  start,  creating  [sozdat]  computers  to  control  the  SDI  system  is 
impossible  without  long  practical  checks — that  is,  without  waging  a  war  in 
space.  And  that  alone  would  mean  suicide.  The  computers  must  work  first 
time — and  we  cannot  achieve  that  even  in  our  everyday  life  at  telephone 
exchanges,  for  instance.  It  would  take  months,  if  not  years,  of  use  to  be  sure 
of  their  reliability.  Furthermore,  Ignorance  of  the  characteristics  of  possible 
enemy  targets  and  the  uncontrollable  number  of  options  for  "deceiving"  the 
computers  make  SDI  absolutely  unpredictable  and  unfeasible. 

I  compared  my  conclusions  with  the  opinions  of  other  scientists  and  realized 
that  they  all  agreed  with  me.  "Arguing"  in  support  of  "star  wars,"  they  said 
that  the  program  should  be  continued  not  because  it  will  free  us  from  fear  of 
nuclear  weapons,  but  because  the  funds  allocated  will  promote  the  rapid 
development  of  computer  equipment  and  science.  Taking  money  intended  for  an 
"impenetrable  shield"  knowing  all  the  while  that  it  is  impossible  is  a  plain 
swindle  to  my  mind. 
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After  I  resigned  a. leading  figure  in  the  SDI  organization  contacted  me  and 
said:  "Listen,  Davy,  we  might  indeed  be  unable  to  carry  out  the  President's 
idea.  Why  won't  you  just  help  us  to  spend  the  money?"  "The  money  will  be 
spent  anyway,"  my  friends  told  me,  "so  put  it  to  good  use.  We  can  use  it  to 
solve  other  scientific  problems.  There's  enough  for  everyone."  "SDI  will 
exhaust  the  Russians  economically,"  was  another  argument  I  heard.  However, 
this  is  not  only  expensive  but  stupid. 

There  is  an  anecdote  in  Washington  about  the  reasons  why  we  are  refusing  to 
abandon  "star  wars.'!  It  is  because  General  Abrahamson,  the  leader  of  the  SDI 
program,  wants  another  star  on  his  shoulder  boards.  The  story  is  not  non¬ 
sensical.  Many  people  have  a  personal  interest  in  SDI — ^profit,  career,  a 
prosperous  future...  Either  these  people  are  so  blinded  by  their  glittering 
prospects  that  they  are  no  longer  capable  of  vision  or  understanding,  or  they 

have  something  else  on  their  mind.  They  see  their  job  as  being  to  wring  money 

out  of  Congress.  Whether  the  world  will  be  more  secure  with  the  appearance  of 
the  new  weapons  does  not,  in  my  opinion,  concern  them  very  much. 

SDI  is  unfeasible,  the  very  idea  is  still  dangerous.  The  USSR  might  respond 
to  the  production  of  "space  shield"  elements  by  building  up  its  own  nuclear 

potential.  In  reply  the  United  States  would  be  forced  to  paper  over  the  cracks 

with  an  unreliable  SDI  and  upgrade  its  arms.  Thus  "star  wars"  will  lead  to 
an  acceleration  of  the  nuclear  arms  race  rather  than  to  the  elimination  of 
nuclear  weapons,  as  the  President  promised.  The  situation  will  become  much 
more  dangerous  than  .  it  is  now. 

All  scientists,  my  Interlocutor  said  in  conclusion,  must  recognize  their  pro¬ 
fessional  and  social  responsibility,  take  stock  of  their  actions  and  their 
consequences,  not  entrust  decisionmaking  to  other  people,  not  ignore  ethical 
and  moral  norms  and  principles,  and  not  dance  to  their  clients'  tune.  It  is  as 
if  the  scientists  engaged  in  the  SDI  have  registered  as  "believers"  in. the 
ability  to  create  a  shield,  thereby  deceiving  the  public.  We  must  convince 
people  of  the  senselessness  and  destructiveness  of  this  venture. 

79738 
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SDI,  SPACE  ARMS 


USSR,  U.S.  LAWYERS  BACK  ABM  TREATY 

PM041301  Moscow  IZVESTIYA  in  Russian  3  Jun  87  Morning  Edition  p  4 
[TASS  report:  "Concern  for  the  Future"] 

[Text]  Only  by  preserving  the  ABM  Treaty  will  it  be  possible  to  reduce  and 
then  completely  eliminate  nuclear  weapons.  This  was  the  conclusion  reached 
by  Soviet  and  American  legal  and  technical  experts  from  the  two  countries  who 
discussed  ways  to  avert  the  nuclear  threat  in  Moscow  on  25  May-2  June. 

Particular  attention  was  devoted  to  the  problem  of  new  technology.  Its 
development,  it  was  stressed  at  the  meeting,  must  proceed  within  the  limits  of 
the  ABM  Treaty.  The  question  of  clearly  defining  the  limits  of  activity  per¬ 
mitted  and  prohibited  by  the  treaty  is  another  task  in  the  solution  of  which 
representatives  of  the  two  countries'  legal  and  scientific  institutions  are 
combining  their  efforts.  It  was  agreed  that  they  will  continue  studying  this 
problem  in  their  own  countries  to  ensure  that  the  development  of  new  technology 
does  not  lead  to  the  arms  race  being  transferred  into  space. 

The  participants  in  the  meeting,  which  was  organized  by  the  Association  of 
Soviet  Lawyers  and  the  American  Union  of  Lawyers  for  Nuclear  Arms  Control, 
intend  to  bring  their  recommendations  to  the  attention  of  their  countries' 
governments . 

/9738 
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SDI,  SPACE  ARMS 


PRAVDA  ANALYZES  APPEAL  OF  SDI  TO  U.S.  PUBLIC 

PM101219  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  5  Jun  87  Second  Edition  p  4 

[I.  Maleshenko  article:  '"Star  Wars':  The  Psychology  of  Self-deception"] 

[Text]  What  do  the  realities  of  the  nuclear-space  age  show?  Above  all  that 
international  security  cannot  be  guaranteed  by  military  means.  To  attempt  to 
resolve  the  problems  of  security  according  to  the  old  yardsticks,  on  the  basis 
of  a  way  of  thinking  and  a  way  of  acting  molded  over  the  centuries,  is  to 
deceive  world  public  opinion.  The  Soviet  Union's  proposals  aimed  at  reversing 
the  rams  race  on  earth  and  preventing  it  in  space  are  a  specific  manifestation 
of  this  new  thinking. 

However,  the  U.S.  Administration  continues  to  proclaim  its  adherence  to  "nuclear 
deterrence"  and  is  speeding  up  development  of  new  types  of  weapons,  including, 
virtually  above  all,  those  designed  for  placement  in  space. 

Meanwhile  millions  of  people  throughout  the  world.  Including  in  the  United 
States  itself,  see  increasingly  clearly  what  new  obstacles  SDI's  implementa¬ 
tion  is  capable  of  placing  in  the  path  of  nuclear  disarmament.  This  is  forcing 
the  U.S.  Administration  to  make  feverish  efforts  for  the  ideological  and 
psychological  indoctrination  of  the  U.S.  public. 

SDI's  initiators  have  managed  to  discover  psychological  mechanisms  in  the 
public  mind  which  they  can  skillfully  manipulate  in  order  to  mobilize  quite 
considerable  support  within  the  country.  And  although  many  Americans  under¬ 
stand  the  true  underlying  motive  for  the  plans  to  militarize  space  and  oppose 
their  implementation,  nonetheless  the  majority  of  U.S.  inhabitants  have  fallen 
captive  to  traditional  stereotypes  and  illusions. 

The  unrealizable  but,  so  far  as  the  "average  American"  is  concerned,  tempting 
promise  to  create  an  impenetrable  "shield"  over  the  country's  territory  has 
evoked  the  strongest  response  in  the  public  mind.  As  President  Reagan  described 
this  alluring  prospect,  SDI  "in  the  future  may  enable  us  to  create  a  missile- 
proof  shield  in  -spaea^ — a— shield' wlilch~will  be““able  to  protect  us  from  nuclear 
missiles  just  like  a  roof  protects  a  family  from  the  rain."  Many  Americans  are 
prepared  to  believe  these  promises.  For  two  centuries  of  its  history  the 
United  States  was  practically  invulnerable  in  the  military  respect.  And  this 
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experience  is  firmly  impressed  on  Americans'  minds.  It  is  this  keen  sense  of 
lost  military  invulnerability  that  the  administration  is  speculating  on, 
evoking  in  the  population  an  emotional  surge  of  fear  of  the  nuclear  threat  and 
a  desire  to  get  rid  of  it  by  any  means. 

Understanding  the  inevitability  of  global  catastrophe  in  the  event  of  a 
nuclear  war,  millions  of  U.S.  citizens  hold  antinuclear  positions  and  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  antiwar  movement.  Official  Washington  takes  these  public  senti¬ 
ments  into  account  after  its  own  fashion.  To  substantiate  the  SDI  program  it 
appealed  simultaneously  to  both  fear  of  nuclear  catastrophe  and  nostalgia  for 
the  country's  bygone  military  invulnerability.  Thus  the  aim  proclaimed  by  the 
President — 'to  render  nuclear  arms  powerless  and  obsolete"— met  with  a  certain 
response  in  the  public  mind,  which  suddenly  saw  the  deceptive  prospect  of  a 
"return"  to  the  prenuclear  age  opening  up  before  it. 

But  how  illusory  this  sorry  "prospect"  is!  It  is  obvious  that  the  task  of 
removing  the  nuclear  threat  can  only  really  be  achieved  through  collective 
efforts,  by  means  of  international  cooperation.  The  Soviet  initiatives  have 
outlined  a  specific  way  to  achieve  this  goal.  But  the  Washington  Administra¬ 
tion  continues  to  stubbornly  cling  to  a  program  of  ensuring  U.S.  security  by 
Military  means  and  to  fhe  project  of  freeing  Americans  alone  from  the  fear  of 
war. 

However,  as  regards  securing  support  within  the  country,  this  step  conceals  a 
quite  definite  psychological  calculation.  The  point  is  that  even  previously 
the  U.S.  attitude  to  the  world  outside  often  displayed  a  tendency  to  resolve 
international  problems  unilaterally,  guided  exclusively  by  its  own  interests. 

As  U.S.  military  and  political  might  has  grown,  this  tendency  has  turned  into 
an  imperial  confidence  of  its  capacity  to  resolve  any  question  on  its  own, 
ignoring  the  rest  of  the  world. 

The  White  House  is  endeavoring  to  use  for  its  own  purposes  not  only  the  impulses 
of  national  egoism,  but  also  anti-Soviet  stereotypes  firmly  embedded  in  the 
American  public  mind  over  the  decades.  According  to  the  schemes  of  the  "Star 
Wars"  program's  initiators,  the  offensive,  intentionally  distorted  image  of  our 
country  as  an  "empire  of  evil"  is  supposed  to  justify  not  only  the  desire  to 
take  refuge  from  it  behind  an  impenetrable  "shield"  in  space,  but  also  to  make 
the  USSR  vulnerable. 

However,  today  the  "Star  Wars"  program's  Initiators  have  been  obliged  to  answer 
the  question  which  is  being  asked  by  millions  of  people  throughout  the  world: 

Why  create  a  spece  "shield"  when  the  Soviet  proposals  open  up  the  prospect  of 
eliminating  all  strategic  offensive  armaments  in  the  near  future?  And  once 
again  the  myth  of  the  Soviet  threat,"  the  myth  that  "the  Russians  cannot  be 
trusted,  is  dredged  up.  According  to  the  official  version,  the  United  States 
supposedly  needs  SDI  as  "insurance"  against  possible  "deception"  on  the  part  of 
the  Soviet  Union,  which  may  supposedly  "hide"  some  of  the  missiles  to  be 
eliminated,  and  strike  against  the  "defenseless  United  States." 
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Furthermore,  fabrications  are  shamelessly  circulated  about  our  country's  mythi¬ 
cal  "violations"  of  its  adopted  treaty  obligations,  although  it  is  precisely 
the  Washington  Administration  which  has  broken  out  of  the  SALT  II  Treaty  and 
is  destabilizing  the  ABM  Treaty.  The  fact  that  it  is  the  Soviet  Union  which 
is  demanding  the  strictest  monitoring  measures  designed  to  give  each  side  the 
guarantee  that  it  will  not  fall  into  a  trap  is  being  hushed  up.  Here  is  a 
characteristic  detail:  While  Washington  used  to  constantly  cite  the  question 
of  monitoring  measures  as  the  main  stumbling  block  to  achieving  Soviet-U.S. 
accords,  this  problem  has  now  been  back-burnered  in  the  remarks  of  administra¬ 
tion  representatives.  It  has  suddenly  emerged  that  verification  measures  are 
no  longer  regarded  as  "Insurance"  in  Washington— now  the  full-scale  implementa¬ 
tion  of  SDI  is  the  "guarantee"  of  U.S.  security. 

The  White  House  is  strenuously  "ideologizing"  the  problem  of  militarizing 
space,  and  declares  that  attitudes  to  it  are  the  criterion  of  loyalty  not  only 
to  the  administration,  but  also  to  the  United  States  as  a  whole.  It  is  per¬ 
sistently  contended  that  "real  patriots”  favor  "Star  Wars,"  while  covert  or 
overt  "defeatists"  who  do  not  want  U.S.  power  and  prestige  to  increase  oppose 
it.  At  the  same  time  there  are  speculations  on  another  stereotype' — on  their 
fellow  citizens'  faith  in  U.S.  technical  omnipotence. 

Another  point  that  should  be  taken  into  consideration  is  that,  psychologically, 
people  find  "defensive"  systems  preferable  to  the  "offensive"  ones  with  which 
the  nuclear  threat  is  in  fact  associated  in  the  American  public  mind.  They 
remain  unaware  of  the  link  which  exists  objectively  between  means  of  defense 
and  attack.  So  some  people  think  that  it  is  possible  to  get  rid  of  offensive 
armaments  while  continuing  work  to  create  the  notorious  "defensive  shield." 

The  absurd  idea  that  the  SDI  program  is  the  "lever"  which  "forced  the  Russians 
to  come  to  the  negotiating  table"  is  being  drummed  into  Americans'  minds.  And 
if  efforts  are  continued  in  this  direction,  then  the  United  States  will 
supposedly  be  able  to  really  "put  the  squeeze  on"  the  Soviet  Union. 

Certain  U.S.  politicians  have  realized  the  futility  of  the  attempts  to  "defeat" 
the  USSR  in  the  offensive  arms  race.  This  has  had  a  sobering  effect  on  some 
of  them  and  has  forced  them  to  realize  the  need  to  limit  and  reduce  the 
accumulated  nuclear  arsenals.  But  some  are  simply  unable  to  give  up  the 
Illusion  of  achieving  U.S.  military  superiority. 

Of  course,  if  need  be  the  Soviet  Union  will  be  able  to  take  effective  counter¬ 
measures  that  do  not  copy  the  U.S.  SDI,  and  will  be  able  to  repulse  any  attempts 
to  violate  military  and  strategic  parity.  However,  in  the  conditions  of  another 
spiral  of  the  arms  race,  even  parity  may  cease  to  serve  as  a  restraining 
[serzhivayushchiy]  factor,  which  will  lead  to  a  further  sharp  deterioration  in 
the  international  situation. 

The  Soviet  Union  consistently  advocates  another  way  out  of  the  situation  which 
has  developed— embarking  resolutely  on  totally  destroying  nuclear  weapons  them¬ 
selves  everywhere.  Reykjavik  showed  that  it  is  quite  possible  to  achieve  this. 
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SDI,  SPACE  ARMS 


OFFICIAL  CALLS  JOINT  SPACE  WEAPONS  COOPERATION  'ABSURD' 

LD051343  Moscow  TASS  International  Service  In  Russian  1111  GMT  5  Jun  87 

[Text]  Moscow,  5  Jun  (TASS) — While  moving  toward  nuclear  disarmament,  the  USSR 
considers  It  very  Important  to  preserve  the  stability  of  the  military. 

Including  the  nuclear,  balance.  The  appearance  of  even  some  elements  of  SDI 
could  dangerously  alter  this  balance,^  said  Aleksey  Arbatov^  chief  of  a 
department  of  the  World  Economics  and  International  Relations  Institute.  In 
order  to  reduce  the  nuclear  threat  there  is  no  need  to  create  [sozdavat]  new 
systems  of  weapons,  he  noted,  speaking  at  a  press  conference  held  here  today 
on  the  results  of  the  international  conference  "the  Interlinking  of  bilateral 
and  multilateral  talks  on  disarmament." 

David  Emery,  deputy  director  of  the  U.S.  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency, 
replying  to  questions  from  journalists,  asserted  that  the  development 
[razrabotka]  of  the  SDI  program  would  allegedly  give  the  opportunity  to  in-, 
crease  stability  in  the  world  and  to  reduce  the  nuclear  threat,  and  he  called 
on  the  USSR  to  join  in  with  U.S.  research  in  the  sphere  of  SDI. 

In  this  connection  Aleksey  Arbatov  pointed  out  that  the  USSR  is  ready  for 
peaceful  cooperation  with  the  United  States  and  other  interested  countries  in 
mastering  space  in  the  economic,  scientific  andother  spheres  but  that  the  joint 
creation  [sozdavat]  of  new  space  weapons  systems  would  be  absurd- 

Another  Soviet  participant  in  the  meeting,  Aleksandr  Kislov,  deputy  director  of 
the  World  Economics  and  International  Relations  Institute,  noted  that  at  one 
time  U.S.  President  Ronald  Reagan  even  said  that  the  United  States  is  prepared 
to  share  with  the  USSR  its  scientific  achievements  in  the  sphere  of  creating 
[sozdaniye]  SDI.  But  these  statements  look  manifestly  unconvincing  against  the 
backdrop  of  the  discriminatory  measures  which  the  United  States  is  undertaking 
in  the  sphere  of  normal  technical,  scientific,  trade  and  other  exchanges, 
Aleksandr  Kislov  stressed. 
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SDI,  SPACE  ARMS 


USSR:  THIRD-GENERATION  NUCLEAR  WEAPONS  FOR  SDI  DESCRIBED 
PM221531  Moscow  TRUD  in  Jlussian  11  Jun  87  p  3 

[Article  by  Candidate  of  Technical  Sciences  Col  V.  Chernyshev:  "Our  Readers  Ask:  What 
Are  Third  Generation  Nuclear  Weapons?"] 

[Text]  East  of  San  Francisco  Bay,  in  a  seemingly  peaceful  Californian  valley  fragrant 
with  the  scent  of  eucalyptus  and  dotted  with  vineyards,  is  the  Lawrence  Livermore 
radiation  laboratory  —  one  of  the  three  largest  U*S*  research  centers  engaged  in  the 
creation  of  nuclear  armaments.  It  is  only  the  barbed  wire  surrounding  the  site,  THE 
WASHINGTON  POST  has  written,  that  reminds  visitors  that  the  physicists,  in  jeans  and 
open-hearted  shirts,  are  conducting  unconventional  research  and  that  a  new  —  "third" 
—  generation  of  nuclear  weapons  is  emerging. 

Why  "third"  generation?  Because  it  was  preceded  by  the  atom  bomb,  made  using 
fissionable  materials  (the  "first"  generation),  and  thermonuclear  weapons  (the  "second" 
generation),  which  form  the  bulk  of  the  present-day  nuclear  arsenals.  Laboratory 
spokesmen  state  that  "it  will  be  possible  to  design  dozens,  perhaps  even  hundreds,  of 
new  types  of  weapons  which  will  keep  U.S.  research  organizations  and  the  Nevada  test 
range  (where  nuclear  explosions  are  conducted)  busy  for  several  decades  to  come. 

I'he  existing  nuclear  arsenal,  which,  U.S.  experts  estimate,  numbers  26,000  nuclear 
charges,  not  enough  for  the  U.S.  military— industrial  complex.  Nor  is  it  satisfied  by 
the  fact  that  the  10-year  program  now  being  implemented  in  the  country  is  to  produce 
20,000  nuclear  warheads  or  that  in  the  next  5  years  alone  the  government  plans  to  spend 
$325  l)illion  on  nuclear  arms  production.  In  addition  to  everything  it  already  has, 
official  Washington  is  aiming  to  create  even  more  sophisticated  nuclear  arms. 

What  is  fundamentally  different  about  "third  generation"  nuclear  weapons?  On 
detonation,  existing  nuclear  weapons  generate  a  blast  wave  (in  the  atmosphere),  and 
emit  light,  heat,  and  penetrating  radiation  (mainly  neutron  and  gamma  rays).  These  are 
the  explosion's  so-called  kill  factors  [porazhayushchiye  factory].  In  addition,  a 
certain  percentage  of  the  energy  is  transformed  into  electromagnetic  radiation.  All 
these  forms  of  energy  are  dispersed  in  all  directions  during  the  explosion. 
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"Third"  generation  weapons  are  to  differ  from  existing  weapons  in  that,  first,  in  their 
various  forms  they  will  intensify  one  particular  typo  of  energy  that  is  released,  for 
example,  electromagnetic  or  gamma  radiation.  Second,  this  energy  is  to  be  focused  on  a 
definite  target.  "The  weapons  we  worked  on  in  the  past  were  completely  indiscriminate 
in  their  action,"  a  director  of  the  Livermore  laboratory  explains.  "The  new  technology 
ensures  great  discrimination."  Incidentally,  neutron  weapons,  in  wliich  the  blast  wave 
is  retiuced  to  a  minimum  and  the  fast  neutron  flux  is  considerably  intensified,  are  a 
kind  of  transitional  stage  between  "second"  and  "third"  generation  weapons. 


Among  the  various  types  of  "third"  g 
l)omb  whose  main  destructive  power 
Detonated  in  space,  it  will  be  able 
command  centers."  According  to  the 
electronic  equipment  on  earth  into 


eneration  weapons,  TIME  wrote  recently,  "Llu;re  is  ;i 
consists  of  microwaves  (electromagnetic  radiation), 
to  disable  the  electrotiic  equi{>ment  of  the  enemy's 
magazine,  a  10-megaton  charge  will  turn  unprotected 
useless  junk"  with  a  radius  of  about  3,000  km. 


Nuclear  devices  whose  detonation  produces  a  directed  high-energy  electromagnetic  pulse 
are  intended  to  disable  radioelectronic ,  radio  communication,  computer,  and  other 
equipment  and  to  "blind"  the  other  side's  system  of  providing  early  warning  of  a 
nuclear  missile  attack  so  as  to  ensure  a  surprise  strike  against  it  and  to  prevent  or 
weaken  a  retaliatory  strike  against  U.S.  territory. 

In  addition,  the  United  States  is  currently  developing  [razrabatyvatsya]  other  types  of 
"third"  generation  nuclear  weapons.  They  include,  among  others: 


_  Nuclear  explosive  devices  which  produce  a  directed  stream  containing  a  large 

quantity  of  destructive  elements  (for  instance,  a  whole  cloud  of  metal  projectiles). 
Traveling  at  extremely  high  speeds,  they  can  use  their  high  kinetic  energy  to  destroy 
various  targets; 

_  Nuclear  devices  which  generate  directed  beams  of  high-energy  particles  (electrons, 

protons,  and  neutral  atoms); 

_  Nuclear-puinped  x-ray  lasers  intended  for  use  in  the  U.S.  "Star  Wars"  (SDI)  program. 

Let  us  dwell  in  more  detail  on  the  x-ray  lasers.  The  space  battle  station  armed  with 
x-ray  lasers  is  conceived  by  its  creators  as  a  nuclear  bomb  with  a  yield  of  around 
1,000  kilotons  with  dozens  (U.S.  specialists  cite  the  figure  50)  of  laser  cannon 
barrels  [  sterzhen-pushka]  around  it  which  direct  the  x-rays  generated  within  them 
during  a  nuclear  explosion  onto  the  target.  The  station  is  like  a  kind  of  hedgehog 
whose  "body"  (the  nuclear  device)  is  surrounded  by  straight  rods  or  "spines." 

TTie  x-ray  laser  was  "activated"  for  the  first  time  in  an  underground  silo  in  the  Nevada 
desert  on  14  November  1980.  The  test  was  codenamed  "Dauphin."  Tliree  months  later 
AVIATION  WEEK  AND  SPACE  TECHNOLOGY  wrote:  The  x-ray  lasers  created  on  the  basis  of  the 
successful  "Dauphin"  test  are  so  small  that  a  sufficient  number  could  be  taken  into 
orbit  in  a  single  shuttle  compartment.  In  1983,  the  journal  reported  that  during 
underground  testing  a  yield  equal  to  400  terawatts  was  achieved  from  an  x-ray  laser. 
One  terawatt  ("teras"  is  the  Greek  for  "monster")  is  the  power  that  could  be  achieved 
from  a  solar  reflector  with  a  radius  of  18  km.  A  mirror  with  a  radius  of  600  km  could 
produce  1,000  terawatts  (that  exceeds  the  total  power  of  all  mechanisms  of  every  type 
operating  in  the  world).  And  Washington  is  trying  to  use  those  fantastic  "monsters"  to 
achieve  its  hegemonist  aims  by  filling  near-earth  space  with  them  and  using  them  as 
space  strike  weapons! 
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The  x-ray  laser,  NEWSUAY  wrote  on  25  December  1985,  is  the  "heart"  of  the  President's 
"Star  Wars."  E.  Teller,  known  in  the  United  States  as  the  "father  of  the  American 
H-bomb,"  described  the  x-ray  laser  as  the  "most  innovative  and  productive  of  all  the 
'star  wars'  weapons." 


All  this  clearly  destroys  the  myth  circulated  by  official  Washington  that  SDI  is 
"nonnuclear"  in  character  and  that  the  aim  of  the  "Strategic  Defense  Initiative  is  to 
make  nuclear  armaments  "impotent  and  obsolete."  In  actual  fact  the  United  States  is 
creating  [sozdat]  new  nuclear  armaments  for  SDI  and,  furthermore,  is  striving  not  only 
to  retain  its  nuclear  offensive  forces  but  also  to  arm  them  with  "third"  generation 

nuclear  weapons. 


What  is  the  purpose  of  all  this  work?  Primarily  to  "make  it  possible"  to  wage  nuclear 
war.  "Third"  generation  nuclear  weapons,  LE  MONDE  DIPLOMATIQUE  wrote  in  April  1985, 
will  "ideally  meet  the  requirements  of  the  strategists  who  are  now  seeking  a  weapon 
suitable  for  waging  a  'limited'  nuclear  war." 


All  these  dreams  are  vain  and  illusory,  though.  In  the  opinion  of  those  selfsame  U.S. 
experts,  THE  WASHINGTON  POST  reported  in  June  1986,  nuclear  weapons  will  never  be 
selective  enough  to  make  their  use  less  disastrous  for  civilization  than  was  the  atom 
bomb  built  in  1965  or  the  hydrogen  bomb  invented  in  1952.  An  extremely  great  danger  is 
that  "third'  generation  weapons  may  make  nuclear  war  more  likely,  as  U.S.  leaders  will 
be  convinced  that  a  "selective"  offensive  strike  is  feasible,  the  newspaper  warned. 


"There  is  no  advantage  to  be  gained  from  this  weaponry  but  it  will  undoubtedly  be 
presented  to  Congress  as  a  miracle-worker,"  Costa  Tsipis,  the  well  known  U.S.  physicist 
and  disarmament  specialist,  has  stated.  "A  nuclear  weapon  is  just  a  nuclear  weapon." 


These  conclusions  and  warnings  are  noteworthy.  What  is  being  done  now  behind  a  cloak 
of  secrey  in  U.S.  laboratories  and  at  the  nuclear  test  ranges  poses  a  tremendous  danger 
to  mankind  —  the  danger  of  the  destruction  of  civilization  itself  on  our  planet. 


"All  countries  now  face  the  question  of  how  to  avert  the  nuclear  threat.  But  their 
answers  vary,"  M.S.  Gorbachev  stated  in  his  speech  to  a  Romanian-Soviet  friendship 
rally  in  Bucharest.  "Security  by  means  of  deterrence,  and  primarily  nuclear  deterrence 

_ that  is  how  the  U.S.  ruling  circles  and  the  leaders  of  a  number  of  capitalist 

countries  see  the  question.  Our  approach  is  fundamentally  different  —  it  is  security 
through  progress  toward  a  world  without  weapons  or  violence. 


"We  offer  a  realistic  path  to  that:  a  program  for  the  reduction  and  complete 
elimination  of  nuclear  and  other  types  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction,  the^  prevention 
of  the  extension  of  the  arms  race  to  space,  and  the  ending  of  nuclear  tests. 
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SDI,  SPACE  ARMS 


PRAVDA  ON  WHITE  HOUSE  SYMPOSIUM  ON  SDI  POLICY 

PM181855  Moscow  PRAVDA  In  Russian  19  Jun  87  First  Edition  p  5 
[Own  correspondent  V.  Gan  dispatch:  "Contrary  to  ComiTion  Sense"] 

[Text]  Washington,  18  Jun  —  The  Reagan  administration  has  reaffirmed  the 
"inviolability"  of  its  "Star  Wars"  program,  even  if  the  price  is  total  breakdown  of  the 
arms  control  process  and  destabilization  of  all  international  security,  Washington  s 
line  was  set  out  at  a  symposium  for  representatives  of  the  State  Department,  the 
Pentagon,  the  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency,  and  the  U.S.  intelligence  services 
held  at  the  White  House  today, 

The  symposium  was  officially  held  to  discuss  arms  control  problems.  But  in  fact  it 
took  the  form  of  an  examination  of  how  to  prevent  a  solution  of  these  problems,  A 
"senior  official"  of  the  administration,  speaking  on  condition  that  he  remain 
anonymous,  disclosed  that  President  Reagan  has  rejected  the  USSR's  proposal  to  hold 
talks  on  what  tests  of  ABM  technology  are  permitted  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Soviet-U,S,  treaty. 

As  repeatedly  reported,  the  military-industrial  complex  and  its  lobbyists  in  the 
Pentagon  are  now  mounting  a  campaign  against  the  USSR-U,S,  ABM  Treaty,  The  treaty  does 
not  suit  them,  for  it  specifically  prohibits  the  testing  of  space  weapons  and  the 
placement  of  them  in  near-Earth  orbit.  However,  people  on  the  Potomac,  entertaining 
illusions  of  securing  strategic  military  superiority  over  the  USSR,  are  demanding  that 
the  "obstacle"  in  the  form  of  the  ABM  Treaty  be  eliminated  and  are  pressing  for  its 
"broad  interpretation"  to  carry  out  full-scale  tests  under  the  SDI  program. 

Secretary  of  State  Shultz  was  told  in  Moscow  in  April  that,  in  the  interests  of  curbing 
the  arms  race,  the  USSR  is  prepared  to  agree  to  ABM  research  that^  is  confined  to  the 
laboratory.  The  Soviet  side  proposed  holding  talks  between  specialists  from  the  two 
states  to  agree  on  a  list  of  devices  which  it  would  be  prohibited  to  place  in  space  in 
the  course  of  these  researches.  In  the  USSR's  opinion,  that  is  the  only  way  to  find 
compromise  solutions. 

Today  this  sensible  proposal  has  met  with  another  "no"  from  Washington,  According  to 
the  "senior  official,"  Reagan  has  concluded  that  "we  do  not  want  to  hold  talks  on  that 
kind  of  basis,"  Why?  Because,  he  declared,  "the  Soviets  came  up  with  the  idea  of  them 
as  a  method  of  killing  the  SDI  program,"  The  spokesman  continued  to  indicate  that  he 
"sees  no  reasons"  why  the  Pentagon  should  be  prohibited  from  making  a  "broad 
interpretation"  of  the  ABM  Treaty,  "We  do  not  believe  that  there  should  be  any 
restrictions  on  the  development  [razrabotka]  of  the  SDI  system,"  he  stressed.  In 
general,  the  speaker  continued,  "as  I  see  it,  the  basic  problem  with  arms  control  is 
that  everything  indicates  that  it  has  hypnotized  Americans  and  we  seem  to  regard  it  as 
a  panacea  to  all  our  problems,"  That  is  clearly  and  quit  frankly  put. 
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U.S.-USSR  NUCLEAR,  SPACE  ARMS  TALKS 


TASS  INTERVIEWS  RALPH  EARLE  ON  SALT,  INF,  ABM,  SDI 
LD032133  Moscow  TASS  in  English  1751  GMT  3  Jun  87 

[Text]  Moscow,  3  Jun  (TASS)— Ralph  Earle,  the  leader  of  the  U.S.  delegation 
at  the  SALT  II  talks  in  1978-1980,  director  of  the  U.S.  Arms  Control  and 
Disarmament  Agency  in  1980—1981,  has  given  an  interview  to  a  TASS  correspondent 
here. 

Following  is  the  main  theses  of  the  interview: 

Question:  Ten  years  ago,  with  all  our  differences  of  political,  ideological 
and  economic  nature,  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States  had  a  certain 
community  of  goals  at  the  talks  on  disarmament.  This  is  what  obviously  made  it 
possible  to  reach  a  number  of  important  agreements  on  arms  control.  How  can 
you  explain  changes  in  Soviet-U.S,  relations,  the  changes  which  seriously 
complicated  the  conduct  of  the  talks? 

Answer:  We  had  many  disagreements  during  the  SALT  II  talks,  differences  of 
approach  to  some  or  other  problems.  But  we  also  had  a  common  interest  in 
getting  an  agreement.  But  my  impression  is  that  there  is  a  change  in  the 
perception  by  the  present  U.S.  Administration  of  what  the  strategic 
situation  ought  to  be. 

People  say  that  Mr  Reagan  really  waits  to  win.  If  he  does,  I  am  not  sure  what 
win  means.  He  says  that  nuclear  war  is  unthinkable.  Mr  Gorbachev,  too,  says 
it's  unthinkable.  But,  I  think,  that  there  is  an  element  in  the  United 
States  that  does  not  understand  why  in  the  nuclear  world  what  the  Soviet 
Union  wants  is  parity,  or  stability. 

There  is  in  the  same  element  a  deep-seated  mistrust  of  the  Soviet  Union.  There 
is  a  strong  feeling  that  we  cannot  and  should  not  do  business  with  the  Soviet 
Union . 

Question:  Of  late  people  in  our  country  question  the  reliability  of  the  United 

States  as  a  negotiating  partner.  Washington  has  derailed  four  signed  bilateral 
treaties  on  arms  control,  and  frustrated  a  series  of  talks.  Could  you  cite  a 
single  gesture  of  goodwill  by  the  present  administration  in  the  field  of 
disarmament  over  the  past  six  years? 
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Answer:  A  few  weeks  ago  the  United  States  took  one  such  step.  It  was  agreed 
to  have  Centers  in  the  capitals  of  the  two  countries  for  the  reception  of 
notifications  of  missile  launches.  This  is  a  very  small  step  but  a  step  in  the 
right  direction,  and  the  possibility,  perhaps,  even  probability  of  an  INF 
agreement.  It  has  not  happened  and,  as  we  say  in  America,  don't  hold  your 
breath  because  it  may  be  a  long  time  before  we  get  it. 

You  are  asking  me  to  really  read  Mr  Reagan's  mind.  That's  a  little  hard  to  do. 
I  met  in  Moscow  with  Soviet  scientists  Dr  Velikhov,  Dr  Arbatov,  Dr  Sagdeyev 
and  Dr  Sagan.  We  concluded  that  there  was  a  common  threat  and  that  we  have 
got  to  work  together.  I  think  that's  really  something  that  the  current 
administration  does  not  fully  understand. 

I  talked  to  one  of  your  officials — I  don't  think  it  will  be  appropriate  for 
me  to  name  him.  He  said  there  was  an  impression  that  in  Reykjavik  Mr  Reagan 
really  wanted  to  make  progress  but  that  it  was  his  advisers  that  did  not.  I 
don't  know.  I  do  not  know  Mr  Reagan,  I've  never  met  the  man. 

People  say  Mr  Reagan  wants  to  go  down  in  history  as  a  peace-maker.  Some  people 
think  it's  in  his  own  interest  to  get  an  agreement  to  take  off  some  of  the 
pressure  over  the  Iran-Contra  problem. 

Question:  President  Reagan,  possibly,  does  not  really  want  nuclear  war. 
However,  one  gathers  the  impression  that  he  quite  often  is  prepared  to  balance 
on  the  brink  of  a  nuclear  abyss  to  attain  his  political  aims. 

Answer:  Military  solutions. are  really  outmoded.  I  am  sure  Mr  Reagan  does  not 
want  war  but  maybe  he  believes  in  them,  by  pastureing  [as  received]  in  the 
Persian  Gulf  right  now.  It's  to  me  a  military  act  without  a  policy,  I  think 
what  we  really  need  is  not  a  diplomat  or  negotiator,  but  psychiatrist. 

Question:  Specialists  described  the  ABM  treaty  as  an  exemplary  agreement  on 
arms  control,  for  it  limits  not  only  the  existing  anti-missile  arms  but  also 
ABM  systems  which  can  be  developed  in  the  future.  What  do  you  think  about  the 
treaty? 

Answer:  I  am  not  an  enthusiast  of  SDI  and  I  think  that  the  ABM  treaty  was 

just  fine.  However,  financially,  economically,  strategically,  the  SDI  has 
already  acquired  a  life  of  its  own.  Even  if  Senator  Biden  became  president 
tomorrow,  the  Congress  would  continue  to  appropriate,  not  so  much  as  now,  but 
it  will  continue  to  appropriate. 

Question:  Specialists  are  of  the  opinion  that  if  only  one  percent  of  missiles 

launched  break  through  to  targets,  that  would  be  a  disaster.  What,  in  your 
view,  is  the  task  of  SDI  if  reliable  defense  against  offensive  missiles  is 
Impossible?  One  gathers  the  impression  that  Washington  hopes  to  bleed  the 
Soviet  Union  in  the  arms  race  economically. 
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Answer:  I  don't  think  ABM  can  stop  even  50  percent  of  missiles  launched. 

Possibly  some  in  the  United  States  do  really  expect  to  bankrupt  the  Soviet 
Union. 

It's  ballooning  [as  received]  that  SDI  would  bankrupt  the  Soviet  Union.  But 
it  may  bankrupt  ourselves.  I  think  the  Soviet  Union  approaches  the  issue  more 
wisely  than  the  United  States. 

SDI  cannot  work,  will  not  work  and  should  not  work. 

I  understand  that  some  of  the  people  in  the  Soviet  Union  say  SDI  would  not 
work  so  forget  it. 

Question:  If  there  are  such  people,  there  are  few  of  them  in  this  country. 

The  SDI  may  also  have  the  'Frankenstein  effect':,  the  monster  may  kill  its 
creator.  [single  quotation  marks  as  received] 

Answer:  Maybe,  this  desire  of  Mr  Reagan  to  go  down  in  history  as  a  peace¬ 
maker  will  bring  fruit. 

/9738 

CSO:  5200/1554 
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U.S.-USSR  NUCLEAR,  SPACE  ARMS  TALKS 


TASS  CRITICIZES  REAGAN  29  JUNE  SPEECH 

LD292056  Moscow  TASS  In  English  2023  GMT  29  Jun  87 

[Text]  Washington  June  29  TASS  —  Speaking  on  Monday  before  the  activists  of  the 
Republican  Party,  President  Reagan  admitted  that  it  was  for  realism  in  Soviet-U.S. 
relations.  [sentence  as  received]  This  realism  was  the  first  step  not  toward 
controlling  the  growth  of  the  number  of  arms  but  in  bringing  about  real  and  verifiable 
restructions  in  the  number  of  weapons.  Reagan  expressed  the  hope  that  the  Soviet-U.S. 
talks  on  eliminating  medium-range  nuclear  weapons  in  Europe  could  soon  be  successfully 
completed . 

However,  he  demanded  at  the  same  time  that  the  Congress  satisfy  completely  and 
unconditionally  the  administration's  request  for  defense  appropriations.  As  is  known, 
the  White  House  requested  for  these  purposes  312  billion  dollars  in  the  fiscal  1988. 
The  administration  needs  these  billions  to  build  up  nuclear  armaments,  including  the 
first-strike  MX  and  Trident-2  missiles,  cruise  missiles,  and  to  develop  new  Midgetman 
missiles,  stealth  bombers  and  space  weapons  systems. 

Dismissing  the  attempts  by  the  Congress  to  cut  down  defense  appropriations  for  the 
fiscal  1988,  Reagan  said:  "Some  in  Congress  want  to  cut  defense  spending...!  won't  let 
them." 

/9738 

CSO:  5200/1554 
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U.S.-USSR  NUCLEAR,  SPACE  ARMS  TALKS 


BRIEFS 

TASS  26  JUNE  REPORT — Geneva,  26  Jun--Last  week  within  the  framework  of  the 
Soviet-U.S.  talks  on  nuclear  space  weapons  meetings  continued  on  all  three 
problems  on  the  agenda:  medium- range  missiles  and  space  and  strategic 
offensive  weapons.  [TASS  report:  "Talks  in  Geneva"]  [Text]  [Moscow  PRAVDA 
in  Russian  27  Jun  87  Second  Edition  p  5  PM]  /9738 

CSO:  5200/1554 
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SALT,  START  ISSUES 


TASS  COMMENTATOR  CRITICIZES  IKLE  REMARKS  ON  COMPLIANCE 
LD081608  Moscow  TASS  in  English  1355  GMT  8  Jun  87 

[Text]  Moscow,  8  Jun  (TASS) — By  TASS  military  writer  Vladimir  Chernyshev: 

U.S.  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  Fred  Ikle  decided  to  try  his  hand  at  a  new 
trade:  he  published  an  article  in  the  observer  column  of  the  NEW  YORK  TIMES, 
asserting  that  the  USSR  had  violated  more  than  once  arms  control  arrangements 
concluded  with  the  U.S-  True,  it  is  unclear  what  trade  Mr  Ikle  claims:  of 
an  observer  or  a  conjurer.  No  offense  meant  for  representatives  of  those 
respected  professions,  but  the  deputy  chief  of  the  Pentagon  clearly  has  not 
succeeded  in  any  of  them. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  are  no  grounds  for  the  conclusions  Mr  Ikle  proclaims. 
He  should  be  reminded  of  real  facts.  First,  the  U.S.  national  means  of  verifi¬ 
cation  never  pointed  to  any  violations  of  international  agreements  by  the  Soviet 
Union.  Second,  back  in  1985,  the  U.S.  representative  in  the  Soviet-American 
standing  consultative  commission  on  the  verification  of  compliance  of  the  sides 
with  the  agreements  concluded  confirmed  in  the  Congress  that  theUSSR 
unswervingly  complies  with  all  the  obligations  assumed.  Third,  the  U.S. 

Committee  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  arrived  last  year  at  the  same  conclusion 
on  the  basis  of  the  evaluation  of  U.S.  intelligence  information.  In  a  report 
on  the  military  status  of  the  U.S.  submitted  to  the  congress  the  committee 
stated  outright  that  the  USSR  fully  complies  with  its  obligations. 

Matters  are  different  as  regards  the  U.S.  There  is  no  need  to  enumerate  all  the 
facts  of  Washington's  violation  of  the  obligations  signed  at  the  summit  level. 
Suffice  it  to  recall  how  the  present  U.S.  Administration  trampled  under  foot 
the  SALT  I  interim  agreement  and  the  SALT  II  Treaty,  how  it  tries  to  destroy  the 
ABM  Treaty.  But  then  the  new  "observer"  is  excellently  aware  of  these  and  other 
facts,  since  he  predicted  such  developments  and  took  an  active  part  in  decision¬ 
making.  It  was  Ikle  who  said  openly  some  time  back  that  the  United  States 
Intends  to  adhere  to  international  treaties  on  arms  limitation  as  long  as  they 
do  not  interfere  with  the  implementation  of  the  U.S.  military  programs. 

Another  question  arises:  Why  is  it  that  Ikle' s  article  with  trite  "accusations" 
against  the  USSR  appeared  precisely  now? 
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The  answer  is  contained  in  the  article  itself:  basing  on  his  "accusations"  the 
author  tries  to  call  in  question  the  expediency  of  concluding  a  Soviet-U.S. 
agreement  on  intermediate-range  nuclear  missiles  in  Europe.  This  method  is 
clearly  nothing  new.  Whenver  the  prospect  for  a  positive  break  through  in 
Sovlet-American  relations  opens,  certain  people  in  Washington,  clearly  fulfilling 
the  order  from  some  quarters,  either  stage  provocations  or  make  accusations 
against  the  USSR.  Their  aim  is  to  freeze  or  disrupt  a  dialogue  between  the 
two  countries. 

But  such  figures  find  it  ever  more  difficult  to  fulfill  their  task,  to  mislead 
the  public.  And  is  it  not  the  results  of  a  confidential  research  by  USIA  which 
draws  the  conclusion  that  most  Western  Europeans  have  a  greater  confidence  in 
the  Soviet  Union  than  in  the  U.S,  in  the  matters  of  arms  limitation  and  obser¬ 
vance  of  the  obligations  under  treaties  that  so  alarmed  the  Pentagon  and  com¬ 
pelled  Mr  Ikle  to  assume  the  duties  of  an  "observer"? 

/9738 

CSO:  5200/1555 
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SALT,  START  ISSUES 


SOVIET  MEDIA  MARK  ANNIVERSARY  OF  SIGNING  OF  SALT  II 

TASS  Military  Writer 
LD171249  Moscow  TASS  in  English  1223  GMT  17  Jun  87 

[Text]  Moscow  June  17  TASS  —  By  TASS  military  writer  Vladimir  Bogachev; 

The  Soviet-American  treaty  on  the  limitation  of  strategic  arms,  SALT-2,  was  signed  in 
Vienna  on  June  18,  1979. 

World  public  opinon  welcomed  the  event  with  immense  satisfaction,  regarding  the 
agreement  as  an  effective  barrier  preventing  the  world  from  sliding  towards  a 
disastrous  war. 

Arms-control  experts  emphasized  that  SALT-2  was  a  result  of  sensible  compromise 
displayed  by  both  sides,  taking  into  account  the  legitimate  security  interests  of  both 
countries  and  guaranteeing  predictability  in  Soviet-American  relations. 

The  SALT-2  treaty  limited  the  aggregate  number  of  inter-continental  ballistic  missiles 
(ICBM),  submarine-launched  ballistic  missiles  (SLBM)  and  long-range  bombers. 

Restrictions  were  imposed  on  the  number  of  strategic  missiles  with  multiple 
independently-targetable  re-entry  vehicles  (MIRV)  and  bombers  armed  with  cruise 
missiles . 

SALT-2  prohibited  increasing  the  number  of  nuclear  warheads  on  the  existing  MIRV 
missiles,  precluded  the  deployment  of  some  types  of  especially  dangerous  missiles  and 
provided  for  other  measures  that  substantially  reduced  the  risk  of  an  all-out  nuclear 
war. 

Contrary  to  assertions  by  American  advocates  of  the  arms  race,  SALT-2  provided  for 
essential  cuts  in  nuclear-weapon  systems.  The  Soviet  Union,  for  instance,  on  the 
ratification  of  the  treaty,  would  have  to  reduce  the  number  of  its  strategic  delivery 
vehicles  by  ten  per  cent. 

The  ratification  of  the  SALT-2  treaty  was  thwarted  by  the  United  States  under  invented 
pretexts  that  had  nothing  whatsoever  to  do  with  arms  control. 

Ronald  Reagan,  taking  up  the  White  House  job  in  January  1981,  called  the  treaty  vicious 
in  its  very  essence. 
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The  President  emphasized  that  his  administration  did  not  consider  itself  bound  by  the 
SALT-2  commitments. 

U.S.  Defence  Secretary  Caspar  Weinberger  described  the  treaty  as  a  sham  agreement  on 
arms  control. 

The  Kcagan  administration's  strongly  negative  attitude  to  SALT-2  is  largely  because  the 
treaty  set  effective  barriers  in  the  way  of  the  quantitative  buildup  and  qualitative 
improvement  of  strategic  arms  and  thus  hindered  the  implementation  of  plans  to  attain 
military  superiority  for  the  U.S.,  adopted  at  the  Republican  Party  Congress  in  1980. 

Later,  however,  in  May  1982,  the  White  House,  not  daring  to  challenge  openly  world 
public  opinion,  announced  its  intention  not  to  undertake  any  steps  that  would  undermine 
the  treaty. 

The  U.S.  subsequent  actions  showed,  however,  that  Washington's  declaration  was 
insincere  from  the  very  beginning. 

U.S.  Undersecretary  of  Defence  Fred  Ikle  let  the  cat  out  of  the  bag  by  saying  that  the 
United  States  was  going  to  abide  by  international  agreements  on  arms  control  as  long  as 
they  did  not  hinder  the  implementation  of  American  military  programmes. 

When  in  1986  the  U.S.  was  confronted  with  the  dilemma  of  whether  to  continue  compliance 
with  SALT-2  or  make  operational  the  131st  bomber  armed  with  cruise  missiles  in  an 
apparent  violation  of  tlie  treaty,  Washington  imnediately  proclaimed  ttie  agreement  to  be 
"dead." 

Tlin  Soviet  Union  is  not  seeking  military  superiority.  It  has  no  grounds  to  abandon  the 
agreements  based  on  the  principle  of  equality  and  equal  security. 

Tiic  USSR  has  always  strictly  observed  all  provisions  of  the  SALT-2  treaty.  Ihe  Soviet 
side  believes  that  the  treaty  could  play  a  positive  part  today  for  strengthening 
stability  in  the  world. 

The  1979  treaty,  an  important  landmark  on  the  way  towards  the  limitation  and  reduction 
of  arms,  has  demonstrated  that,  despite  all  the  ideological,  political  and  economic 
differences,  the  USSR  and  the  U.S.  can  and  should  press  for  progress  along  the  road  of 
peace  and  stability. 


U.S.  Failure  To  Ratify 

LD171812  Moscow  Domestic  Service  in  Russian  1500  GMT  17  Jun  87 


I  Aleksandr  Zholkver  commentary] 

iText]  Tomorrow  is  the  8th  anniversary  of  the  signing  of  the  Soviet-U.S.  treaty  on  the 
limitation  of  strategic  weapons,  the  so-called  SALT  II  treaty.  Here  is  Aleksandr 
Zlinikver,  our  political  observer: 
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[Zliolkver]  I  was  lucky  enough  to  be  in  the  ceremonial  hall  of  Vienna's  Hofburg  Palace 
when  the  SALT  II  treaty  was  signed.  All  those  present  realized  they  were  witnessing  a 
truly  historic  event.  For  the  first  time  the  two  nuclear  powers  came  to  an  agreement 
not  just  on  the  limiting  of  their  stratetic  arsenals  but  also  on  their  subsequent 
reduction.  In  this  regard,  in  the  Soviet-U.S.  communique  signed  in  Vienna,  at  issue 
was  mutual  striving  for  the  conclusion  of  the  treaty  on  banning  nuclear  tests,  on 
eJiminating  chemical  weapons,  on  reducing  conventional  weapons  in  Central  Europe,  as 
well,  as  mutual  commitment  not  to  develop  [sozdavat]  or  test  the  means  for  launching 
iniclear  or  any  other  kind  of  weapons  of  mass  destruction  in  the  earth's  orbit.  Mutual 
intention  was  being  stressed  to  further  promote  the  relaxation  of  international  tension 
and  to  promote  the  development  of  peaceful  and  mutually  advantages  relations  between 
s  tates . 

Why  were  these  objectives  not  attained?  Why  was  it  that  the  SALT  II  treaty  was  neither 
ratified  by  the  United  States,  nor  even  presented  to  the  U.S.  Senate  for  ratification? 
I  remember  that  some  of  the  reasons  were  named  by  my  U.S.  journalist  colleagues  still 
in  Vienna.  At  issue  was  the  fact  that  already  then,  in  the  summer  of  1979,  major  U.S. 
concerns  actively  began  preparing  to  produce  new  weapons:  the  strategic  MX  missiles 
and  the  medium-range  Pershing-2,  Ohio  class  nuclear  submarines,  and  the  B-1  strategic 
bombers.  Considerable  sums  were  spent  on  scientific  and  research  work  on  these 
armaments.  Record  profits  were  expected,  and  the  military  concerns  did  not  want  to 
lose  such  an  advantageous  business.  Other  reasons  became  known  somewhat  later,  when 
reports  were  leaked  to  the  press  that  President  Carter,  whose  signature  is  at  the 
bottom  of  the  SALT  II  treaty,  also  signed  a  secret  directive  No  59  which  sets  out  the 
doctrine  of  limited  nuclear  war.  Thus,  the  U.S.  military  and  industrial  complex 
wrecked  the  SALT  II  treaty  without  allowing  it  even  to  come  into  force.  Furthermore, 
the  present  Washington  administration  has,  on  the  whole,  renounced  this  treaty,  having 
openly  violated  its  most  important  clause. 

As  for  our  country,  it  still,  as  it  did  in  the  seventies,  actively  stands  for  curbing 
the  arms  race  and  for  disarmament,  first  and  foremost  the  nuclear  one.  The  persistence 
and,  at  the  same  time,  the  flexibility  of  the  Soviet  stance  led  to  the  situation  where 
the  contours  of  the  Soviet-U.S.  agreement  on  the  elimination  of  nuclear  missiles  in 
Europe  are  now  taking  shape.  The  struggle  for  disarmament  continues. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


DPA  CITES  USSR'S  VORONTSOV  GENEVA  TALKS  PROGRESS 
LD061833  Hamburg  DPA  in  German  1729  GMT  6  May  87 

[Text]  Bonn  (DPA) — According  to  Yuliy  Vorontsov,  chief  Soviet  negotiator  in 
Geneva,  the  longer-range  INF  missiles  are  the  Soviet  Union's  min  goal  in  the 
search  for  zero  options. 

On  the  day  before  the  Bundestag  debate  on  the  medium-range  issue,  Vorontsov 
said  that  the  aspect  of  verification  in  an  agreement  on  these  missiles  with  a 
range  of  over  1,000  km  is  still  to  be  negotiated,  but  could  be  ready  by 
October  at  the  latest.  He  also  said  that  if  during  this  stage  the  zero  option 
for  shorter-range  INF  missiles  with  a  range  of  between  500  and  1,000  km— the 
subject  of  such  Intense  controversy  in  Bonn — were  attained,  "then  that  would 
please  us,"  but  it  is  by  no  means  a  condition.  Vorontsov  made  it  clear  that 
Moscow  expects  to  be  able  to  reach  agreement  later  with  the  other  superpower, 
the  United  States. 

Earlier,  Vorontsov  briefed  Federal  Foreign  Minister  Hans-Dietrich  Genscher 
and  Horst  Teltschik,  the  chancellor's  adviser,  on  the  state  of  the  Geneva 
negotiations. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


FRENCH  COMMUNIST  PAl’ER  INTERVIEWS  USSR'S  VORONTSOV 
rM161416  Paris  L'HUMANITE  in  French  10  Jun  87  p  9 

[Interview  with  Soviet  First  Deputy  Foreign  Minister  Yuliy  Vorontsov  by  Bernard 
Frederick  —  date  and  place  not  given] 

[Text]  [Frederick]  Mrs  Thatcher,  George  Shultz,  and  Jacques  Chirac  have  made 
successive  visits  to  Moscow.  The  Soviet  leadership  has  put  forward  specific  proposals, 
especially  on  disarmament  in  Europe.  But  things  seem  to  be  marking  time.  What  is  your 
feeling? 

[Vorontsov]  With  the  Americans  in  private,  and  semi-publicly  with  Mrs  Thatcher  and  Mr 
Chirac,  we  discussed  the  need  to  examine  security  and  disarmament  problems  in  a  serious 
way  —  a  new  way.  We  are  often  asked  why  they  need  to  be  examined  in  a  new  way.  Why 
now?  Why  could  this  not  have  been  done  10  years  ago? 

We  think  the  answer  is  clear:  10  years  ago  everybody  in  the  world  thought  that  the 
more  nuclear  weapons  there  were,  the  more  secure  the  world  would  be.  In  the  course  of 
these  10  years,  nobody  can  say  exactly  when  or  how,  we  crossed  an  invisible  line  beyond 
which  the  world's  security  is  increasingly  threatened  by  the  increase  in  nuclear 
weapons.  The  Americans  estimate  that  there  are  now  60,000  warheads  of  all  kinds  in  the 
world,  from  the  smallest  weighing  0.5  megaton  to  the  biggest.  Fine.  Let  us  agree  on 
this  figure.  The  Americans  are  producing  some  2,000  warheads  per  year.  We  are 
producing  slightly  fewer.  But,  let  us  say  our  production  is  of  the  same  order.  It  is 
easy  to  calculate  that,  in  5  to  10  years  time,  the  total  number  of  nuclear  warheads 
will  be  100,000.  What  is  the  point?  What  are  we  going  to  do  with  them?  We  will  be 
tripping  over  warheads....  An  accidental  explosion  will  become  increasingly  likely. 
The  risk  of  nuclear  war  will  increase  considerably  and  this  in  turn  will  reduce 
security. 

This  is,  therefore,  a  pressing  matter.  It  is  high  Lime  that  we  halted  this  race.  We 
are  taking  another  factor  into  account.  This  is  a  factor  which  the  West,  especially 
France,  could  have  taken  into  account  but  have  failed  to  do  so.  We  have  done  so:  It  is 
Chernobyl . 

V 

People  in  Europe  were  very  frightened  by  the  fact  that  the  radioactivity  discharged 
after  the  accident  at  the  power  station  spread  beyond  the  Chernobyl  region.  The  iK>wer 
station  is  near  Kiev,  but  there  was  panic  in  Sweden,  Britain,  the  FRG,  Spain,  France, 
and  Italy....  At  the  time  people  in  Rome  dumped  fruit  and  vegetables  which  were 
thought  to  be  contaminated  outside  the  doors  of  our  embassy.  We  think  that  that  was  an 
extreme  reaction.  The  level  of  radioaevitity  was  not  dangerous,  at  least  not  for  those 
countries.  But  the  Chernobyl  radioactive  leak  is  equivalent  to  one  third  of  the  power 
of  tlie  smallest  explosion  —  1  kiloton,  perhaps  less. 


\ 
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Europe  trembled  over  the  radioactive  fallout  from  an  explosion  of  1  kiloton  or  less, 
and  there  are  60,000  much  more  powerful  warheads  in  the  world.  For  instance,  the 
explosion  of  one  Pershing  missile  is  equivalent  to  around  600  Chernobyl  leaks. 

The  arms  race  phenomenon  therefore  deserves  to  be  examined  openly  today.  That  is  why 
we  are  urging  the  Western  countries  to  adopt  a  new  attitude.  If  we  are  told  that  a 
Europe  without  nuclear  weapons  is  impossible,  we  reply:  Think  about  it.  We  must  not 
just  repeat  what  was  said  in  the  fifties.  Things  have  changed.  We  must  think  about 
the  present  time  and  the  prospects  for  the  coming  years. 

This  explains  the  reasons  for  our  proposals  on  the  medium-range  and  shorter-range 
missiles  in  Europe.  Look:  We  are  prepared  to  destroy  more  warheads  than  the  West.  The 
Pershing-2  missiles  have  a  single  warhead  and  the  SS-20  missliles  have  three.  If  the 
agreement  on  which  we  are  working  in  Geneva  is  accepted,  the  West  will  have  to  destroy 
600  nuclear  warheads  and  we  will  have  to  destroy  1,200.  We  do  not  regret  this.  We  do 
not  think  that  we  will  be  at  a  disadvantage.  Everybody  will  gain  from  this. 

[Frederick]  In  January  1986,  Mikhail  Gorbachev  put  forward  a  draft  plan  for  the  total 
destruction  of  all  nuclear  weapons  by  the  year  2000.  You  then  made  new  proposals.^  How 
is  all  this  linked?  Do  the  latest  proposals  replace  the  plan  for  complete  destruction? 

[Vorontsov]  Our  general  line  is  the  statement  of  15  January.  If  the  West  was  prepared 
to  accept  that  plan,  we  would  much  more  readily  discuss  the  total  destruction  of 
nuclear  weapons  by  the  1st  day  of  the  year  2000.  But  this  is  not  the  case.  The  United 
States  and  its  allies  are  not  prepared  to  destroy  all  nuclear  weapons. 

How  can  we  live  without  nuclear  weapons,  ask  people  in  your  countries.  We_  reply  that 
the  nuclear  bomb  appeared  in  1945  and  that  before  that  mankind  lived  without  that 
weapon.  We  are  then  told  that  nuclear  weapons  have  guaranteed  peace  by  deterring  us 
from  attacking  the  West.  But  there  is  a  more  simple,  clearer,  and  more  accurate 
explanation  for  this:  Perhaps  we  have  never  had  and  do  not  have  any  intention  of 
attacking  the  West. 

The  reason  why  there  has  been  no  war  is  that  we  did  not  want  to  wage  war.  But  we  can 
cite  numerous  aggressions  by  the  West:  Vietnam,  the  Middle  East,  the  Malvinas....  I 
repeat  that  nuclear  weapons  do  not  frighten  us.  We  do  not  want  to  attack  anybody.  An 
agreement  on  the  Euromissiles  would  be  very  important  for  Europe  and  for  the  whole  of 
mankind,  because  it  would  be  a  real  revolution  in  human  consciousness.  It  would  prove 
that  it  is  possible  to  destroy  nuclear  weapons,  that  we  have  the  means  of  doing  so,  and 
that  it  is  possible  to  live  peacefully. 

We  think  that  an  agreement  on  the  Euromissiles  will  be  step  toward  an  agreement  on 
strategic  weapons  and  toward  a  50  percent  reduction  in  those  weapons  for  instance,  as 
Mikhail  Gorbachev  proposed. 

[Frederick]  The  theory  of  deterrence  may  have  worked  in  your  favor.  Has  not  the  USSR 
escaped  attack  from  imperialism  because  it  had  nuclear  weapons? 

[Vorontsov]  Just  suppose  there  were  no  longer  any  nuclear  weapons  in  our  country  or 
the  United  States;  we  would  be  capable  of  repelling  any  aggressor  by  conventional 
means.  We  did  not  identify  with  the  bomb.  There  are  some  politicians  in  the  West  who 
could  be  described  as  half-man,  half-bomb.  This  is  not  true  in  our  country. 

[Frederick]  And  yet,  what  the  West  says  is  that  peace  is  more  comprehensively 
maintained  by  nuclear  weapons,  by  the  balance  of  nuclear  forces. 
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['Vorontsov]  Listen.  All  the  calculations  show  that  if  we  suffered  a  nuclear  attacK 
And  did  not  respond  we  would  still  all  die  at  the  same  time,  or  more  or  less  the  same 
/time.  You  would  possibly  die  a  little  later  than  us,  as  long  as  it  took  for  the  cloud 
to  reach  you.  Remember  Chernobyl.  It  is  important  to  understand  that  if  there  was  a 
conventional  war  in  Europe  and  the  Americans  launched  their  Pershing  missiles  against 
us,  we  would  die  but  so  would  Western  Europe,  without  there  being  any  need  for  us  to 
retaliate.  As  I  said  before,  we  are  learning  from  Chernobyl,  but  the  West  is  not. 

[Frederick]  In  your  view  what  role  can  public  opinion  now  play?  When  problems  have 
reached  this  stage  and  meetings  have  reached  this  level,  what  can  the  man  in  the  street 
do,  what  weight  does  his  opinion  have? 

[Vorontsov]  The  man  in  the  street  and  public  opinion  can  do  a  great  deal.  In  the 
Western  countries,  for  instance,  several  ways  of  responding  to  our  proposals  have  been 
examined.  There  has  been  a  suggestion  that  a  new  U.S.  missile  should  be  deployed  in 
Europe  to  replace  the  one  which  we  were  proposing  to  dismantle.  Well,  many  European 
governments  said  to  the  Americans:  no,  definitely  not.  This  is  becuse  public  opinion 
in  their  countries  prevents  them  from  raising  the  question  of  a  new  missile.  Public 
opinion  is  playing  a  major  role.  We  must  abandon  old  ways  of  thinking,  approach  things 
in  a  new  way,  and  assess  the  danger. 

[Frederick]  In  this  connection,  world  opinion  responded  positively  to  the  Soviet 
moratorium  on  nuclear  tests.  It  was  worried  by  the  resumption  of  your  tests.  Was  that 
moratorium  a  failure? 

[Vorontsov]  We  placed  great  hopes  in  the  moratorium  and  through  that  there  was  strong 
international  pressure  on  the  Americans.  Unfortunately,  that  was  not  the  case. 
Perhaps  this  is  because  the  nuclear  tests  are  carried  out  a  long  way  from  Europe,  far 
from  our  continent's  population.  France,  for  example,  tests  its  weapons  in  the 
Pacific,  a  long  way  from  Paris.  Moreover,  these  tests  are  conducted  underground  and  it 
is  generally  thought  that  there  is  no  fallout.  There  is,  therefore,  a  degree  of 
tolerance  for  these  tests. 

Our  proposal  was  applauded  but  not  enough  pressure  was  exerted  on  the  Western  countries 
which  are  pursuing  their  tests.  It  was  rather  like  this  story  from  World  War  I:  Some 
Italian  soldiers  were  reluctant  to  leave  the  trenches  and  launch  an  attack.  A 
patriotic  young  captain  then  climbed  out  of  the  trench,  unsheathed  his  sword,  and 
cried:  "Forward  for  Italy."  The  soldiers  clapped:  "Bravo  captain...."  They 
applauded  us  from  the  bottom  of  the  trench  too. 

We  resumed  our  nuclear  tests,  stating  that  we  were  prepared  to  halt  them  as  soon  as  the 
Americans  stopped  theirs.  We  are  waiting  for  this  position  to  be  supported.  There 
must  be  strong  international  pressure.  That  is  way  we  greatly  appreciate  the 
declaration  of  the  six  countries  which  launched  the  New  Delhi  appeal.  Six  countries  is 
a  good  start,  but  we  will  need  50  or  60.  We  will  then  say  to  them,  fine,  we  will 
stop.  We  still  hope  to  be  able  to  stop  the  arras  race  in  this  way. 

[Frederick]  How  does  Moscow  view  France's  official  position  on  the  disarmament 
question? 
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[Vorontsov]  The  Soviet  leadership  has  the  impression  that  we  have  failed  to  find  a 
common  language  with  the  French  on  this  question.  The  predominant  factor  in  the 

official  French  attitude  is  the  desire  to  maintain  the  French  nuclear  arsenal  and 

safeguard  it  from  any  attempt  to  touch  it.  But  we  are  not  touching  that  arsenal.  We 
have  no  proposal  for  doing  this.  We  are  now  saying  that  we  Soviets  and  Americans  have 
the  largest  number  of  nuclear  weapons  and  that  it  is  up  to  us  to  take  the  first  step, 
not  a  country  like  France.  What  we  want  from  Paris  is  understanding  of  the  need  for 
this  process.  The  French  arsenal  is  not  at  stake  but  France  must  realize  that  the 
process  of  reduction,  not  to  say  destruction  of  nuclear  weapons  in  Europe  must  be 
supported.  But  France  does  not  want  to  discuss  this  in  a  constructive  way  because  it 

does  not  want  anybody  to  touch  its  nuclear  force.  This  is  why  there  are  no 

constructive  talks  on  this  issue.  I  repeat  that  what  we  want  to  obtain  from  France  is 
support  in  the  preliminary  talks  with  the  Americans  but  it  is  dissociating  itself  from 
this  question:  We  hope  that  France  will  not  oppose  the  dismantling  of  the  Euromissiles. 

V 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


USSR'S  OBUKHOV  DISCUSSES  PROGRESS  DURING  EIGHTH  ROUND 
LD272133  Moscow  Domestic  Service  in  Russian  1730  GMT  27  Jun  87 
[Correspondent  Vladimir  Dmitriyev  reports  from  Geneva] 

[Text]  The  eighth  round  of  the  Soviet-U.S.  talks  on  nuclear  and  space  weapons  has  been 
working  here  for  2  months.  At  the  latest  round  the  USSR  delegation  proposed  a  draft 
treaty  on  the  liquidation  of  Soviet  and  U.S.  medium-range  missiles  in  Europe.  I  am 
asking  Ambassador  Obukhov,  deputy  head  of  the  Soviet  delegation,  to  speak  about  how  the 
talks  are  going  and  what  has  been  achieved  in  the  eighth  round: 

[Begin  Obukhov  recording]  In  the  sphere  of  medium-range  missiles  a  certain  degree  of 
progress  has  been  achieved.  Work  is  underway  on  the  harmonization  of  the  wording  in 
the  joint  draft  treaty  which  envisages  the  liquidation  of  Soviet  and  U.S.  medium-range 
missiles  in  Europe.  The  progress  on  the  treaty  which  would  signify  an  historically 
important  step  along  the  path  toward  freeing  Europe  from  nuclear  threat  has  been  made 
possible  by  major  initiatives  undertaken  by  the  Soviet  side.  As  a  result,  the  prospect 
of  achieving  an  agreement  as  soon  as  this  fall  has  opened  up.  From  the  U.S.  side, 
however,  positions  are  being  put  forward  concerning  some  aspects  of  the  problem  of 
medium-range  missiles  which  are  hampering  progress. 

On  must  say  that  lately,  in  connection  with  the  NATO  reply  to  our  proposal  on 
operational  and  tactical  missiles  —  the  question  of  these  missiles  is  also  supposed  to 
be  resolved  within  the  context  of  the  accord  on  medium-range  missiles  —  new 
difficulties  are  springing  up.  Specifically,  the  United  States,  while  seemingly 
agreeing  to  the  liquidation  of  Soviet  and  U.S.  operational  and  tactical  missiles  in 
Europe,  would  like  at  the  same  time  to  keep  its  warheads  on  72  Pershing-IA  missiles 
belonging  to  the  FRG.  It  turns  Out  that  the  USSR  is  to  get  no  operational  and  tactical 
missiles  in  Europe,  whereas  no  zero  option  is  envisaged  for  the  United  States, 
obviously.  This,  I  repeat,  is  hampering  progress  and  is  threatening  to  thwart  the 
planned  schedule  for  concluding  work  on  the  draft  treaty.  Good  will  and  specific  and 
constructive  steps  by  Washington  are  required  in  reply  to  our  far-reaching  proposals, 
[end  recording] 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


USSR'S  KARPOV  WRITES  ON  MISSILES  IN  FRG  PAPER 

UW151230  Hamburg  DER  SPIEGEL  in  German  15  Jun  87  pp  19-20 

[Article  by  Viktor  Karpov,  former  Soviet  chief  delegate  to  the  Geneva  disarmament 
negotiations  and  head  of  the  USSR  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Directorate:  "To  Whom 
Do  the  Warheads  Belong?"] 

[Text]  What  is  our  idea  of  a  possible  solution  for  medium-range  missiles  in  Europe  on 
the  basis  of  the  results  reached  in  Soviet-U.S.  talks? 

In  Europe,  the  United  States  would  have  to  scrap  the  Pershing-2  and  the  cruise 
missiles,  and  the  Soviet  Union  the  SS-20  missiles.  That  would  mean  that  neither  Soviet 
nor  U.S.  missiles  of  that  class  would  be  left  in  Europe.  At  the  same  time,  neither 
Soviet  SS-12  and  SS-23  missiles,  nor  U.S.  Pershing-IA  and  Pershing-IB  missiles,  which 
belong  to  the  same  class  and  have  a  range  of  500-1,000  km,  would  be  allowed  to  remain 
in  Europe.  Of  course,  in  that  case  not  just  the  missiles  themselves,  but  also  the 
pertinent  warheads,  would  have  to  be  removed. 

Consequently  there  must  be  no  U.S.  or  Soviet  warheads  for  medium-range  missiles  and 
operational-tactical  missiles  in  Europe.  That  also  applies  to  U.S.  warheads  that  have 
been  stockpiled  for  the  Bundeswehr's  Pershing-IA  missiles. 

A  U.S.  draft  treaty  on  medium-range  missiles  also  recognized  the  fact  that  those 
warheads  are  intended  for  operational-tactical  missiles  and  must  therfore  be 
destroyed.  The  acceptance  of  the  Soviet  proposal  on  the  removal  from  Europe  of 
medium-range  and  operational-tactical  missiles  and  their  warheads  would  close  any 
loopholes  by  which  the  treaty  could  be  breached. 

The  U.S.  side  has  supported  Federal  Chancellor  Kohl's  4  June  government  statement, 
saying  that  weapons  belonging  to  third  countries  should  not  be  ^  subject  of  the 
negotiations.  Those  who  try  to  understand  that  will  see  that  the  United  States  and 
the  Federal  Government's  viewpoint  is  paradoxical. 

Let  us  assume  that  the  nuclear  warheads  for  the  West  German  Pershing-IA  missiles  are 
"weapons  of  a  third  country,"  as  the  United  States  thinks.  Then  we  have  to  assume  that 
they  do  not  belong  to  the  United  States.  But  to  whom  do  they  belong?  It  is  clear  that 
they  cannot  belong  to  the  Federal  Republic. 

Under  Article  2  of  the  Non-Proliferation  Treaty,  the  Federal  Republic  has  undertaken 
the  obligation  not  to  take  over  directly  or  indirectly  nuclear  weapons  or  other  nuclear 
explosives  from  anyone,  or  accept  supervision  of  such  weapons  or  explosives. 
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The  problem  is  this:  The  warheads  for  West  German  Pershing-IA  missiles  must  remain  in 
the  possession  of  the  United  States  —  not  placed  under  FRG^  supervision  —  for  the 
United  States  to  observe  the  provisions  of  the  Non-Proliferation  Treaty.  Or  has  t  e 
United  States  ceded  supervision  of  those  warheads  to  the  Federal  Republic,  thereby 
violating  its  obligations  under  the  Non-Proliferation  Treaty? 

However,  if  the  United  States  remains  the  owner  of  the  aforementioned  warheads  and 
continues  to  supervise  them,  it  is  totally  impossible  to  consider  them  ^"weapons  of  a 
third  country."  They  must  be  considered  U.S.  warheads  for  operational  tactical 
missiles  and  therefore  would  be  destroyed. 


Any  other  solution  in  which  U.S.  nuclear  warheads  for  West  German  operational  tactical 
missiles  would  remain  in  Europe,  would  provide  an  opportunity  to  elude  the  Soviet-U.S. 
agreement  and  would  make  it  meaningless. 


If  we  granted  the  United  States  the  right  to  deploy  warheads  for  West  German 
operational-tactical  missiles  today  on  a  quasi-legitimate  basis,  it^  might  want  to  do 
the  same  in  Italy,  the  Netherlands,  Turkey,  or  other  NATO  countries  tomorrrow.  It 
would  give  those  countries  Pershing-IA  or  Pershing-IB  missiles  and  in  addition  would 
deploy  U.S.  nuclear  warheads 


In  theory,  we  can  also  conceive  of  a  situation  where  Soviet  allies 
in  the  Warsaw  Pact,  for  example  —  would  ask  the  Soviet 
operational-tactical  SS-12  missiles  on  its  territory,  hand  them  over 
and  deploy  Soviet  nuclear  warheads  for  them.  Other  allies  could  make 
ot  the  USSR  regarding  the  SS-12  or  SS-23  missiles. 


-  the  GDR  or  CSSR 
Union  to  leave 
to  their  armies, 
a  similar  request 


It  should  be  clear  that  such  developments  within  NATO  and  the  Warsaw  Pact  would  by  no 
means  be  in  accordance  with  the  objective  _of_  removing  the  entire  complex  of 
medium-range  missiles  and  operational-tactical  missiles  from  Europe. 


In  the  Geneva  negotiations,  the  Soviet  and  U.S.  delegation  have  formulated  the  f^^st 
variant  of  the  joint  draft  treaty  on  removing  medium-range  missiles  from  Europe.  Thus 
the  basis  of  an  agreement  acceptable  to  both  sides  has  been  created  that  must  be  taken 

seriously. 


However,  the  U.S.  position  still  contains  elements  preventing  that.  They  include,  for 
example,  the  proposal  to  change  the  Pershing-2  medium-range  missiles^  into 
operational-tactical  missiles  or  to  permit  the  deployment  of  land-based  cruise  missiles 
on  ships,  not  scraping  them. 

The  proposal  to  be  permitted  to  leave  part  of  the  U.S.  nuclear  warheads  for 
operational-tactical  missiles  in  Europe  can  only  be  assessed  as  indicating  that  e 
U.S.  side  is  not  really  ready  to  work  seriously  for  a  mutually  acceptable  agreement  on 
the  double  zero  solution  on  the  European  continent. 

The  assertions  that  such  a  solution  is  being  pursued  will  only  sound  convincing  if  the 
U.S.  position  in  the  negotiations  in  substance  is  not  in  such  flagrant  contradiction  to 

its  policy  statements. 
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INTEimEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


MAGYAR  IIIRLAP  INTERVIEWS  KARPOV  ON  EUROMISSILES 

AU301349  Budapest  MAGYAR  HIRLAP  In  Hungarian  27  Jun  87  pp  1,  3 

[Interview  with  Viktor  Karpov,  head  of  the  Problems  of  Arms  Limitation  and  Disarmament 
Directorate  of  the  Soviet  Foreign  Ministry,  by  Moscow  correspondent  Gerenc  Szaniszlo: 
"Interview  with  VTktor  Karpov  —  A  Missile  Agreement  Should  Have  Guarantees"  at  the 
Soviet  Foreign  Ministry  complex  in  Smolensk  Square  in  Moscow;  date  not  given] 

[Text]  The  Soviet-U,S.  disarmament  talks  in  Geneva  are  again  the  center  of  attention. 
This  is  particularly  due  to  the  fact  that  the  two  big  powers'  positions  on  the  issue  of 
disarmament  and  eliminating  the  so-called  Euromissiles  have  come  closer  to  each  other. 
Not  so  long  ago,  the  Soviet  delegation  in  Geneva  was  still  headed  by  Viktor  Karpov. 
The  internationally  recognized  and  experienced  disarmament  expert  is  now  head  of  the 
Soviet  Foreign  Ministry's  Problems  of  Arms  Limitation  and  Disarmament  Directorate.  He 
received  MAGYAR  HIRLAP 's  Moscow  correspondent  in  his  study  at  the  Foreign  Ministry 
complex  in  Smolensk  Square  in  Moscow  and  answered  his  questions, 

[Szaniszlo]  Prior  to  each  round  of  negotiations  in  Geneva,  the  delegation  leaders 
greet  each  other  and  the  doors  are  closed.  Then,  one  can  learn  only  about  success  of 
failure.  You  headed  the  Soviet  delegation  for  a  long  time.  If  it  is  not  a  secret, 
would  you  tell  us  about  the  closed-door  negotiations? 

[Karpov]  Each  type  of  negotiation  has  its  own  characteristics.  The  Geneva 
negotiations  —  the  ones  you  are  interested  in  —  are  characterized  by  their 
complexity,  which  is  the  result  of  the  nature  of  the  subject  matter.  Issues  that 
affect  the  security  of  both  big  powers  and  which  are  vitally  important  for  both  sides 
are  under  discussion  in  Geneva.  In  addition,  neither  the  Soviet  Union  nor  the  United 
States  can  disregard  the  interests  of  their  allies. 

At  the  negotiating  table,  the  two  sides  are  conducting  a  thorough  and  detailed  analysis 
of  certain  problems  that  sometimes  do  not  even  attract  the  attention  of  the  outside 
world,  but  which  affect  important  elements  of  the  strategic  balance  of  power  that 
exists  between  the  two  big  powers.  In  these  cases,  outstanding  experts  are  needed  who 
are  well  aware  of  the  structure  of  armaments,  the  trends  of  the  arms  race,  and  the 
possible  consequences  of  it. 


Due  t(i  tlieir  particular  situation,  the  Soviet-U.S.  negotiations  in  Geneva  are 
coiiridcntial.  We  cannot  disclose  the  technical  details  expressed  at  the  negotiating 
table  without  damaging  our  country’s  defense  capability  and  security.  However,  these 
are  not  secret  talks:  our  position  can  he  learned  from  various  declarations  and  from 
the  priiss. 

Concretely  about  the  negotiations:  there  are  sessions  in  which  both  delegations 
participate  in  full.  At  those  sessions,  the  two  sides  present  their  fundamental 
positions  and  opinions.  It  is  a  different  matter  if  they  are  already  working  on  a 
draft  agreement:  in  such  cases,  the  two  sides  compare  opinions  on  certain  details. 
CurriMitly,  for  example,  intensive  work  is  going  on  to  formulate  a  joint  draft  agreement 
on  Ruromissiles. 

|.Sznis7.1o]  Since  we  are  already  about  this  —  not  so  long  ago,  the  news  spread  in  the 
world  press  that  a  preliminary  draft  document  on  Euromissiles  had  been  prepared. 
Little  can  he  heard,  however,  about  the  content  of  this  document,... 

(Karpov]  We  could  call  this  document  "a  joint  one"  only  with  the  best  of  intentions. 
The  agreements  of  principle  achieved  in  Reykjavik  served  as  a  basis  for  this  document. 
However,  there  are  still  numerous  points  to  be  clarified  because  of  the  differing 
opinion  of  the  two  sides.  It  is  in  fact  a  comprehensive  document  that  reflects  two 
(joints  of  view.  This  is  perhaps  why  it  has  not  received  much  attention  in  the  world 
press. 

'Ihe  final  agreement  depends  on  whether  the  U.S.  side  will  change  its  position  on 
certain  issues  or  not.  I  would  point  out  the  three  most  important  of  these  issues. 

1.  Paradoxical  as  it  is,  while  voicing  the  need  to  dismantle  the  missiles  with  a  range 
of  500-1,000  km,  Washington  wants  to  retain  its  Pershing  lA  missiles,  which  fall  into 
this  category.  And  Washington  wants  to  aheieve  this  in  such  a  way  that  since, 
according  to  an  earlier  agreement,  these  missiles  are  the  property  of  the  FRG  —  its 
U.S. -owned  warheads  would  be  quickly  handed  over  to  the  Bonn  government  on  the  basis  of 
a  new  agreement. 

The  nuclear  Nonproliferation  Treaty  strictly  prohibits  any  country  from  handing  over 
nuclear  arms  to  another  country  and  any  country  from  accepting  them.  Both  the  United 
States  and  the  FRG  signed  this  agreement.  In  spite  of  this,  Washington  would  like  the 
Pershing  lA  missiles  to  be  left  out  of  consideration  in  Geneva  because  they  are  in  the 
possession  of  "<a  third  country,"  and  the  agreement  applies  only  to  the  Soviet  and  U.S. 
a  rms . 

2.  We  take  a  different  view  on  how  to  gradually  reduce  the  number  of  missiles.  It  is 
no  secret  that  the  Soviet  Union  has  more  warheads  in  Europe  than  the  United  States.  We 
proposed  to  start  reducing  them  simultaneously  but  —  because  this  is  the  just  way 

wo  will  dismantle  our  missiles  more  rapidly  in  order  to  gradually  offset  the  existing 
disproportion.  The  Americans  want  us  to  go  ahead  and  unilaterally  start  reducing  our 
numbers,  and  they  would  join  in  "sometime  along  the  way." 

3.  As  is  well  known,  in  the  spirit  of  the  principled  agreement  in  Reykjavik,  100 
warheads  on  each  side  would  remain  on  the  intermediate— range  nuclear  mssiles  deployed 
in  the  Asian  territories  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  on  U.S.  territory.  However,  it  is  far 
from  a  matter  of  indifference  to  us  where  the  United  States  deploys  these  types  of 
missiles.  From  Alaska,  for  example,  they  would  directly  threaten  certain  areas  in  the 
Soviet  Union.  What  we  would  like  is  for  our  area  to  fall  outside  the  range  of  these 
missiles  just  as  the  United  States  is  outside  the  range  of  our  missiles  of  a  similar 
type. 
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[Szaniszlo]  Let  me  ask  you:  What  is  it  that,  in  your  opinion,  should  definitely  be 
included  in  an  agreement  on  Euromissiles? 


[Karpov]  Both  sides  would  be  allowed  to  retain  100  warheads  each  on  their  medium-range 
missiles:  the  Soviet  Union  on  its  Asian  territores  and  the  United  States  on  its  ov^ 
territory.  Of  course,  the  Soviet  Union  will  be  ready  to  reduce  its  armaments  in  Asia 
to  this  level  only  if  both  sides  dismantle  all  their  medium-range  missiles  stationed  in 

Europe. 

Washington  is  sticking  to  its  demand  to  eliminate  tactical-strategic  ^missiles.  Well, 
this  can  be  no  obstacle  and  we  do  not  oppose  the  double  zero  option  in  Europe  either. 
But  no  warhead  should  remain  on  European  territory  —  and  I  mean  here  the  already 
mentioned  Pershing  lA  missiles,  too. 

And  finally,  an  agreement  should  contain  gurantees  that  there  will  not  be  later 
substitutes  for  the  dismantled  and  destroyed  missiles.  It  will  be  necessary,  tor 
example,  to  supervise  the  armament  factories  that  have  manufactured  these  kind  of  arms 

up  to  now. 

[Szaniszlo]  Both  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States  (ever  since  Shultz’  visit  to 
Moscow)  keep  saying  that  concrete  results  should  emerge  at  a  possible  summit.  What 
would  you  accpet  as  concrete  results? 


[Karpov]  In  the  course  of  his  Moscow  visit  in  April,  Shultz  had  the  opportunity  o 
learn  our  position:  We  are  striving  for  an  agreement  in  three  key  issues,  namely, 
strengthening  the  ABM  agreements,  which  would  practically  hinder  the  militarization  ot 
space;  reducing  stategic  arms  by  50  percent  on  both  sides;  and  beginning  negotiations 
on  halting  nuclear  tests.  The  agreement  on  Euromissiles  would  be  an  addition  to  all 
this . 


[Szaniszlo]  Finally,  allow  me  to  ask  you  another  question  not  directly  related  to  this 
subject:  What  does  "perestroyka"  mean  here,  in  the  Foreign  Ministry?  How  do  you,  as  a 
leading  diplomat,  feel  the  changes? 


[Karpov]  The  Problems  of  Arms  Limitation  and  Disarmament  Directorate,  which  I  head, 
has  come  into  being  virtually  as  a  result  of  this  perestroyka,  established  last  May. 
We  felt  the  need  for  such  a  directorate  before  because  the  problem  of  disarmament  is  no 
longer  simply  a  theoretical  task  but  also  a  practical  one  and  part  of  our  everyday  life. 


The  directorate  employs  60  people.  In  the  course  of  our  work,  we  cooperate  closely 
with  the  relevant  departments  of  the  CPSU  Central  Committee  and  the  Ministry  of 
Defense.  The  perestroyka  and  the  increased  publicity  forces  us  not  only  to  formula  e 
our  opinions  on  certain  issues  but  also  to  present  them  adequately  to  the  public. 


[Szaniszlo]  Thank  you  for  the  interview. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


PRAVUA  ON  INF  TREATY  'HEADWAY,'  'OBSTACLES' 

'Headway  Has  Been  Made' 

PM131629  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  13  Jun  87  Second  Edition  p  4 
[TASS  report:  "At  the  Geneva  Talks"] 

[loxt]  Geneva,  12  Jun  —  At  the  Soviet-Anierican  talks  on  nuclear  and  space  weapons 
v/ork  has  continued  during  the  past  week  within  the  framework  of  the  medium— range 
missiles  group  on  agreeing  on  the  formulations  of  a  joint  draft  treaty  text, 
[paragraph  continues] 


A  certain  amount  of  headway  has  been  made.  However,  swift  progress  is  being  hampered 
by  unconstructive  elements  which  still  persist  in  the  U.S.  position.  These  include, 
for  instance,  demands  regarding  the  possibility  of  modifying  rather  than  eliminating 
U.S.  medium-range  missiles  in  West  Europe  by  converting  them  into  other  weapons,  and 
also  demands  concerning  the  nonsimultaneous  implementation  of  medium-range  missile 
reductions  as  a  result  of  which,  in  accordance  with  the  U.S.  approach,  only  the  USSR 
would,  over  a  long  period,  be  making  real  reductions  under  the  treaty. 

It  is  obvious  that  in  the  interests  of  progress  at  the  talks  these  and  other  similar 
obstacles  must  be  removed. 

Negotiations  in  the  two  other  spheres  of  the  talks  are  also  continuing. 


Soviet  Draft  INF  Protocol 

LD191928  Moscow  TASS  in  English  1858  GMT  19  Jun  87 


[Text]  Geneva  June  19  TASS  —  Discussions  along  all  three  directions  of  the  talks  on 
nuclear  and  space  arms  —  medium-range  missiles,  space  and  strategic  offensive  arms  — 
were  continued  here  during  the  past  week. 

In  the  group  on  medium-range  missiles  the  Soviet  delegation  submitted  a  draft  protocol 
on  the  procedures  of  dismantling  or  scrapping  missiles.  The  American  side  presented 
its  considerations  on  the  question  of  theatre  missiles. 
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Head  of  a  department  of  the  Soviet  General  Staff  Colonel  General  Nikolay  Chervov,  who 
is  staying  here,  and  deputy  kead  of  the  Soviet  delegation,  roving  ambassador  Aleksey 
Obukhov  had  meetings  with  the : head  of  the  United  States  delegation  Max  Kampelman  and 
Ambassadors  Maynard  Glittman  \  and  Ronald  Lehman.  During  the  conversations^  specia 
attention  was  given  to  questions  of  thrashing  out  a  joint  draft  treaty  on  medium-range 
missiles.  \ 

The  Soviet  side  again  stressed  the  need  of  removing  the  obstacles  created  by  the 
position  taken  by  the  United  States  on  a  number  of  questions. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


MOSCOW  RADIO  ON  'CONTRADICTORY'  WHITE  HOUSE  SIGNALS 

LD172218  Moscow  Domestic  Service  in  Russian  1647  GMT  17  Jun  87 

iFrom  the  "International  Diary"  program  presented  by  Boris  Andrianov] 

[Text]  [Andrianov]  According  to  reports  from  the  United  States,  much  comment  has  been 
evoked  there  by  President  Reagan's  last  speech  on  the  outcome  of  the  meeting  of  the 
capitalist  seven  in  Venice,  specifically,  the  part  of  his  statement  in  which  he  talks 
about  the  possibility  of  reaching  an  agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union  on  mutual 
reduction  of  medium-range  missiles.  Our  correspondent  in  Washington,  Vladimir  Dunayev, 
shares  his  impressions  on  the  same  topic; 

[Dunayev]  It  would  seem  that  the  last  pretexts  for  delaying  a  response  have  evaporated 
—  the  U.S.  allies  explained  this  both  in  Venice  and  at  the  meeting  of  ministers  of 
foreign  affairs  in  Iceland;  They  do  not  oppose  a  Soviet— U.S.  agreement  on  medium— range 
missiles  in  Europe.  The  President  even  spoke  of  the  historical  opportunity  opened  up 
in  this  context.  True,  in  the  very  same  speech  the  President  insisted  upon  increasing 
military  appropriations  and  complained  of  the  inadequate  concern  of  Congress  for  the 
military  might  of  the  United  States.  These  are  not  compatible  aims  ~  disarmament  and 
the  arms  race. 

I  fear  that  the  President's  speech,  the  text  of  his  speech,  reflected  reality;  There 
are  two  teams  operating  in  parallel  in  the  White  House.  That  is  how  it  was  before,  but 
before  the  ultra-right  group,  a  group  knowing  no  obstacles,  a  dangerous  and  adventurist 
group,  rejecting  accord  with  our  country,  unvaryingly  prevailed.  After  Irangate  the 
situation  changed  considerably;  The  adventurist  team,  which  had  formerly  reliably 
\  guarded  the  President's  authority,  lost  several  leaders.  Then  the  formerly  pretty  weak 

\  second  team,  once  Irangate  flared  up  and  the  veneer  of  Presidential  prestige  started  to 
melt  away  before  our  eyes,  was  joined  by  new  and  influential  figures,  a  new 
Presidential  chief  of  staff  and  a  new  national  security  adviser.  These  two  groups,  two 
teams,  are  issuing  contradictory,  if  not  opposite,  signals,  also  registered  in  the 
President's  speech.  As  an  observer  of  Washington  ways,  I  am  troubled  more  by  actions 
than  hy  the  speech,  that  is,  the  actions  of  an  old,  yet  still  powerful  group,  including 
not  only  those  members  of  his  cabinet  most  close  to  the  President,  such  as  Weinberger, 
but  also  the  middle  rank  of  virtually  every  department  and  all  the  secret  services. 

I  listened  to  and  watched  the  President  on  television  and  could  not  divert  myself  from 
the  idea  that,  looking  ahead  to  our  accords,  the  more  real  they  become,  probably,  the 
more  cunning  and  inevitable  will  be  the  attempts  to  put  a  mine  under  them,  to  wreck 
agreements,  a  meeting,  detente.  Remember  how  the  U.S.  secret  services  managed  to 
poison  relations  between  our  countries  prior  to  Reykjavik.  The  provocation  regarding 
the  Soviet  diplomat  Zakharov  was  arranged  in  New  York,  calculated,  not  without  grounds, 
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Lo  produce  an  escalation  of  estrangement.  A  more  recent  example:  From  January  through 
to  April,  the  United  States  was  being  told  about  the  perfidy  of  Russian  women  who 
seduced  U.S.  Marines,  the  very  same  ones  guarding  the  U.S.  Embassy  in  Moscow.  One 
Indian  sergeant  was  arrested  here  and  then,  in  a  couple  of  months,  a  black  corporal  in 
the  Marines  was  arrested,  and  then,  as  a  special  treat,  another  warrant  officer,  also 
from  the  Marines  was  arrested.  All  three  admitted,  all  three  recognized  that  yes,  they 
were  recruited;  yes,  they  opened  up  the  doors  of  the  U.S.  Embassy  to  Soviet  agents  at 
the  request  of  their  paramours,  turned  off  the  alarm  system,  and  allowed  them  into  the 

cyplier  room. 


What  happened  then?  They  replaced  the  ambassador  in  Moscow  and  all  the  Marines 
guarding  the  embassy.  This  all  but  wrecked  Shultz'  visit  to  Moscow,  yet  2  days  ago  the 
U.S.  authorities  reported  that  they  have  not  been  punished.  What  happened?  Nothing. 
Nobo\ly  recruited  the  Indian  sergeant,  nobody  seduced  tlie  black  corporal,  nobody  got 

into  the  emabassy,  the  cypher  room  has  kept  its  innocence,  the  military  tribunal  has 

been  cancelled,  but  what  about  the  confessions?  It  follows  that  the  Marines  had 
received  an  order  from  above  to  get  results,  and  used  unlawful  methods  of 

investigation.  This  has  now  come  to  light;  these  Marines  themselves  and  their  lawyers 
are  talking  about  this.  Then  the  corporal,  who  renounced  the  confession  that  was 
beaten  out  of  him,  was  promised  a  pardon  if  he  spoke  about  the  Indian  sergeant  at  the 
tribunal.  But  the  corporal  refused,  the  provocation  crashed  —  in  6  months. 

You  know,  2  years  of  experience  living  and  working  in  the  United  States  gives  me 
grounds  to  predict  that  however  much  the  positions  of  our  governments  might  come 
together,  say,  on  the  abolition  of  Euromissiles  or  oh  other  matters,  however  close  we 
might  be  to  accord,  there  is  always  a  real  threat  —  even  a  likely  threat  —  of 

disruptions,  scandals  and  provocations.  This  will  not  necessarily  hit  the  target,  but 
I  am  sure  they  will  try  to  do  so. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


MOSCOW  TV  TALK  SHOW  ON  REAGAN'S  RECENT  SPEECHES 

OW180943  Moscow  Television  Service  in  Russian  0630  GMT  18  Jun  87 

["Studio  9"  program  presented  by  professor  Valentin  Sergeyevich  Zorin,  Soviet 
television  and  radio  political  observer,  with  Academician  Georgiy  Arkadyevich 
Arbatov,  director  of  the  USSR  Academy  of  Sciences  United  States  of  America  and 
Canada  Institute,  and  Valentin  Mikhaylovich  Falin,  chairman  of  the  board  of  the 
NOVO ST I  PRESS  AGENCY] 

[Excerpts]  [Zorin]  Hello,  comrades.  A  number  of  recent  events  has  made  it 
expedient  to  meet  and  hold  talks  in  Studio  9  to  discuss  these  problems  without 
delay.  We  are  speaking  about  a  whole  series  of  speeches  and  announcements  at 
news  conferences  made  by  responsible  western  leaders,  above  all,  the  President 
of  the  United  States. 

We  have  decided  to  dedicate  our  discussion  to  this,  and  Academician  Georgiy  Arkadyevich 
Arbatov,  director  of  the  United  States  of  America  and  Canada  Institute,  and  Valentin 
Mikhaylovich  Falin,  chairman  of  the  board  of  the  NOVOSTI  PRESS  AGENCY,  will  participate. 

The  speeches  to  which  I  refer  were  made  somewhat  unexpectedly,  because  a  certain 
situation  was  developing  and  certain  moods  in  the  world  were  becoming  apparent. 
Expectations  arose  that  agreement  may  be  reached,  particularly  at  the  important  talks 
in  Geneva.  As  expectations  such  as  these  became  widespread,  suddenly  one  after  another 
speeches  of  this  type  were  made  —  particularly  the  U.S.  President's  speech  in  Berlin 
at  the  end  of  last  week,  which  perhaps  was  in  the  old  spirit  and  tone  of  the  cold  war. 
It  was  effusive,  verbose,  and,  therefore,  hardly  worth  repeating.  But  to  briefly 
summarize,  it  says  the  Soviet  Union  cannot  be  trusted;  the  Soviet  Union  has  yet  to 
prove  its  goodwill;  those  processes  the  President  condescendingly  admits  are  taking 
place  in  the  Soviet  Union  still  require  confirmation  as  to  their  seriousness.  As  I 
have  said,  the  whole  tone  of  this  speech,  the  President's  next  speech,  and  the  ones 
that  preceded  the  Berlin  speech,  lead  us  to  the  questions:  What  has  caused  this?  How 
can  this  be  explained  —  what  is  taking  place?  Georgiy  Arkadyevich,  how  would  you 
answer  these  questions? 

[Arbatov]  I  think  those  who  follow  U.S.  politics  will  find  nothing  unexpected  in 
this.  It  is  a  well-trodden,  well-rehearsed  path.  Something  good  is  happening  — 
something  is  moving  toward  good  —  then  straight  away  something  bad  has  to  be  done. 
This  is  what  happened  on  the  eve  of  Reykjavik,  after  Reykjavik,  after  Geneva,  on  the 
eve  of  Shultz's  visit  to  Moscow,  and  shortly  after  his  departure  from  Moscow. 
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Perhaps  we  should  be  speaking  about  why  is  it  being  perceived  in  this  way.  The 
administration  is  left  with  very  little  time  to  rule.  This  applies  to  Reagan  as  well. 
That  is  the  reason  for  all  these  political  machinations,  so  to  speak.  They  are  raising 
questions,  and  people  are  beginning  to  think:  Will  something  be  achieved  —  what  does 
the  Administration  really  want?  I  think  this  is  a  very  apt  question,  to  which  there  is 
simply  no  clear  answer.  The  administration  is  in  such  a  state  —  and  has  been  for  some 

time _ it  is  hard  to  determine  what  it  wants.  Certainly,  there  are  divisions  there 

divisions  sometimes  affecting  one  and  the  same  person.  For  example,  what  does  Reagan 
want?  It  is  hard  for  me  to  answer  this  question.  There  is  certainly  much  written 
about  this:  He  wishes  to  enter  history  as  a  good  President;  he  would  like  to  leave 
behind  him  certain  agreements;  summits  to  be  remembered  and  so  forth. 


One  the  other  hand,  he  wants  to  achieve  this  at  someone  else's  expense.  Not  only  does 
he  want  this  to  be  at  someone  else’s  expense,  but  he  also  wants  to  retain  his  point  o 
view.  This  constantly  comes  through. 

If  we  were  to  take  these  speeches,  then,  what  do  we  find  interesting  in  them?  On  the 
one  hand,  we  see  the  old  Reagan  —  who  consistently  makes  his  presence  felt  from  time 
to  time  —  and,  on  the  other  hand,  we  see  another  situation:  He  is  attempting  explain 
the  new  changes  in  terms  of  successes  of  the  old  policy.  Complete  nonsense  like.  It 
is  precisely  because  the  United  States  carried  out  this  policy  and  was  so  intransigent, 
and  so  forth,  that  supposedly  something  was  achieved. 

I  think  there  is  another  very  big  question  in  all  of  this.  I  have  already  spoken  about 
this.  Among  the  many  differences  between  us  and  the  Americans  is  the  difference  that 
we  do  not  need  the  Americans  as  an  enemy.  In  fact,  we  would  prefer  to  have  them  as 
partners,  although  we  can  certainly  survive  without  this.  On  the  other  hand,  much  of 
the  U.S.  existence  is  based  on  the  existence  of  an  external  enemy.  Only  if  there  is  an 
empire  of  evil  can  they  regard  themselves  as  an  empire  of  good.  I  quite  deliberately 
began  not  with  the  obvious  —  military  business  or  billions  in  profits  by  military 
monopolies  —  but  with  a  domestic  political  premise.  They  see  themselves  as  fish  out 
of  water  when  the  mood  suddenly  begins  to  change  —  and  they  begin  to  change.  In  the 
United  States  they  begin  to  change. 

This  is  particularly  noticeable  in  Europe.  All  the  recent  public  opinion  polls  confirm 
this.  I  even  think  that  to  a  significant  degree  Reagan's  speech  is  an  attempt  to 
respond  to  these  changing  moods  in  Europe  —  to  answer  in  an  old  way,  in  a  very  coarse 
way  —  candidly.  If  this  did  not  apply  to  political  activities,  I  would  even  say  in  a 
boorish  way.  This,  then,  is  the  package  of  questions.  To  this  you  can  add  plain 
blackmail,  blackmail  by  an  American  cowboy  who,  threatening  and  waving  his  hands  and 
staging  a  show  of  strength  near  the  Berlin  wall,  wants  to  squeeze  out  another 

concession. 

[Zorin]  Valentin  Mikaylovich,  your  opinion. 

[Falin]  I  think  that  in  part  Georgiy  Arkadyevich  said  what  I  wanted  to  say.  The  main 
thing  is,  Reagan  has  not  reconciled  himself  with  the  other  Reagan  the  old  Reagan, 
who  took  all  that  is  negative  from  the  past,  cannot  part  with  the  past,  even  though 
reality  demands  this  parting  and  demands  it  quickly.  These  never-ending  indecisions, 
attempts  to  explain  the  pressing  changes  not  in  terms  of  parties  which,  having  made 
concessions  to  each  other,  are  approaching  certain  reasonable  agreements... 


38 


[Arbatov,  interrupts]  And  are  becoming  more  intelligent. 

[Falin]  Yes  —  but  in  terms  whereby  supposedly  America  under  Reagan  has  achieved  such 
a  state  of  might  that  the  United  States  is  beginning  to  reap  the  fruit  of  its 
militaristic  efforts.  This  attempt  to  reconcile  the  irreconcilable  —  to  pass  its 
detrimental,  backward-looking  philosophy  off  as  a  recipe  for  solving  topical  problems 
today  and  in  the  future;  to  do  good  without  foresaking  evil  —  found  its  direct  and 
most  obvious  expression  in  the  President’s  most  recent  speeches. 

[Zorin]  Georgiy  Arkadyevich,  you  have  spoken  about  the  differences  in  Washington, 
which  also  affect  Reagan,  who  is  contradicting  himself.  You  have  recently  been  in 
Washington,  and  had  the  opportunity  to  observe  this  for  yourself.  Perhaps  you  would  be 
willing  to  share  some  of  the  direct  impressions  you  formed  as  a  result  of  this  trip? 

[Zorin]  Georgiy  Arkadyevich,  I  would  like  to  ask  you  a  question.  Two  events  took 
place  during  the  same  week.  I  had  the  opportunity  to  observe  one  of  them  at  close 
range.  This  was  the  Venice  conference  of  leaders  of  the  seven  major  states,  which 
adopted  a  decision  relating  to  the  Geneva  talks,  after  which  Secretary  of  State  Shultz 
said  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  path  toward  solving  the  problem  of 
intermediate-range  and  limited-range  missiles  has  been  cleared.  That  was  at  the 
beginning  of  the  week. 

At  the  end  of  the  same  week  we  have  Reagan's  speech  in  Berlin,  which  we  are  talking 
about.  How  can  this  be  reconciled?  What  is  this,  political  duplicity  or  something 
else?  Can  we  trust  such  partners  in  the  talks? 

[Arbatov]  Well,  I  do  not  exclude  the  possibility  that  there  were  differences  in  the 
opinions  and  moods  of  Reagan's  speechwriter  and  Shultz,  who  gave  us  an  interview. 
There  can  be  soone  nuances  and  differences  here.  But  we  see  this  trend  in  the  United 
States  all  the  time.  Recently  we  have  constantly  seen  it  in  their  policy.  It  is 
interesting,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  as  we  draw  increasingly  closer  to  some  result, 
the  result  slips  away.  It  cannot  be  caught,  like  a  shadow. 

I  think  we  have  not  yet  heard  the  absolute  last  word  on  this.  At  the  moment  it  is 
probably  very  hard  to  say  what  this  will  be,  but  it  is  interesting  that  Shultz, 
speaking  about  the  path  being  cleared,  also  must  have  known  about  the  provisos  being 
expressed.  Now  what  happens  is  that  various  new  demands  are  constantly  being  made. 
Very  well  then,  there  could  be  something  supplementary,  there  could  be  something 
necessary  we  could  think  about  —  about  how  to  treat  it.  But  the  impression  now  taking 
shape  is  that  this  is  a  definite  diplomatic  maneuver  to  prevent  the  conclusion  of  an 
agreement  —  an  agreement  against  which  there  are  no  longer  any  arguments. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  done  this,  that,  and  the  other.  It  has  prepared  something.  They 
hoped  that  the  allies  would  frustrate  things,  but  the  allies  did  not  frustrate 
anything,  so  now  it  would  appear  there  was  nothing  —  yet  they  find  something  else. 

[Falin]  There  is  something.  Now  Mr  Todehoefer,  the  not-unknown  West  German  politician 
from  the  right  wing  of  the  Christian  Democratic  Union  party,  believes  the  Soviet  Union 
has  not  yet  made  sufficient  proposals;  it  has  not  yet  taken  sufficient  steps  to  meet 
the  West's  position  and  more  must  be  demanded  of  it.  To  substantiate  this  I  will  cite 
him. 


39 


Just  the  other  day  he  told  DPA:  [Falin  picks  up  paper  and  begins  to  read]  It  is  now 
the  Soviet  Union's  turn  to  express  gratitude  for  the  great  advance  in  trust  extended  by 
the  West  Europeans  —  [Falin  looks  up  from  page]  that  is,  >the  agreement  of  the  West 
Europeans,  and  he  has  the  FRG  Government  in  mind,  to  the  double-zero  option... 

[Arbatov,  interrupts]  With  the  proviso  that  they  will  not  have  zero.  The  Pershings 
will  remain.  '  \ 

[Falin]  [resumes  reading  from^  paper] .. .  to  express  gratitude  and  proceed  to  an 
immediate  and  basically  unilateral  reduction  of  the  Warsaw  Pact's  superiority  in 
conventional  arms.  [Falin  puts  paper  down] 

First  of  all,  the  Warsaw  Pact  does  not  have  any  superiority  in  conventional  arms. 
Todehoefer  simply  cannot  count.  Secondly,  there  is  what  you  have  added:  The  West 
Germans  have  by  no  means  decided  yet  that  the  zero  option  will  in  fact  be  a  double 
option.  They  want  72  Pershing  lA  missiles,  with  72  U.S.  nuclear  warheads,  to  remain  in 
West  Germany.  They  even  resort  to  the  argument  that  supposedly  these  are  third-party 
weapons,  forgetting  that  if  this  was  the  case,  we  would  see  the  phenomenon  of  a  double 
violation  of  adopted  obligations.  By  West  Germany,  which  signed  the  nonproliferation 
treaty  and  undertook  not  to  have  nuclear  weapons,  and  by  the  United  States,  which, 
having  signed  the  same  treaty  in  1968... 

[Arbatov,  interrupts]  Undertook  not  to  transfer  them  to  anyone. 

[Falin]  Undertook  not  to  transfer  such  weapons  to  anyone. 

[Arbatov]  You  see,  I  think  in  principle,  when  one  thinks  about  it,  we  have  been  living 
in  these  conditions  for  several  months.  The  Soviet  Union  took  a  courageous  step  on  28 
February  when  it  removed  intermediate-range  missiles  from  the  package  and  opened  the 
way  to  the  first  and  seemingly  easiest  agreement.  Now,  why  such  difficulties  all  the 
time?  Why  is  it  that  as  difficulties  are  overcome  new  difficulties  appear?  I  am 
getting  the  impression  there  are  fairly  influential  people  in  Washington  who  have 
sufficient  power  to  sabotage  even  the  President's  will,  if  perchance  he  expresses  it, 
and  particularly  if  he  is  so  inert  in  this  regard,  to  avoid  an  agreement  not  for  some 
military  consideration  but  simply  out  of  principle. 

After  all,  we  are  talking  about  a  very  small  part  of  the  nuclear  arsenal.  So  why  be 
afraid?  Why  be  afraid  there  will  be  an  agreement,  which  will  then  be  punctured  like 
some  balloon?  It  appears  to  be  possible  not  only  to  increase  nuclear  weapons,  but  to 
reduce  them  as  well,  even  to  get  rid  of  them,  to  toss  off  the  ship  as  ballast  a 
dangerous  and  unnecessary  ballast  —  entire  types  and  classes  of  nuclear  weapons. 

Although  this  is  not  such  a  big  thing  in  itself,  why  be  panic-stricken?  This  would  be 
only  a  modest  step,  but  it  would  be  a  step  toward  normalizing  the  situation  and  the 
political  climate,  and  this  is  what  they  do  not  want. 
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[Zorin]  Georgiy  Arkadyevich,  I  would  like  you  to  comment  on  another  part  of  Reagan's 
Berlin  speech,  and  I  will  cite  it.  He  said  we  should  remember  the  main  things:  The 
East  and  West  do  not  trust  one  another  not  because  we  are  armed;  we  are  armed  because 
we  do  not  trust  one  another.  Our  differences  are  not  related  to  arms  but  to  the 
question  of  freedom.  You  see  how  eloquently  he  put  it. 

[Arbatov]  Reagan  understands  freedom  very  much  in  his  own  way.  I  am  sure  most  people 
in  the  West,  and  even  the  United  States,  would  not  agree  with  his  understanding  of 
freedom  as  expressed  in  his  speech.  This  is  a  Social  Darwinian  freedom,  so  to  speak, 
the  freedom  of  the  strong.  It  is  his  right  not  to  have  any  obstacles.  He  should  have 
the  opportunity  to  do  everything  he  wants.  Everything.  The  United  Nations  is  an 
obstacle  —  to  hell  with  the  United  Nations;  no  need  to  pay  dues;  pressure  can  be 
applied  to  everyone  who  works  at  the  United  Nations;  and  an  attempt  can  be  made  to 
introduce  your  own  rules  there.  The  ILO  —  drop  out  of  it  if  you  do  not  like  it. 
UNESCO  is  a  problem  —  leave  it.  The  International  Court  of  Justice  adopts  a  decision 
contrary  to  U.S.  wishes  —  say  we  do  not  recognize  the  International  Court, 
international  law,  and  so  forth. 

This  is  freedom,  Reagan-style.  It  is  particularly  dangerous  and  irreconcilable  with 
life,  with  general  human  global  conununity  in  this  century  in  which  the  world  has  become 
so  fragile,  so  interdependent,  and  vulnerable. 

You  know  that  historically  it  is  certainly  impossible  to  deny  that  sometime  in  the 
past,  people  began  creating  weapons  because  of  a  lack  of  trust.  But  this  has  the  same 
relation  to  the  present  situation,  to  the  present  weapons,  to  the  state  of  the 
militarized  world  as  does  the  relationship  between  the  first  wooden  wheel  to  a  jet 
plane.  Because  today,  if  we  are  to  take  Soviet-U.S.  relations,  I  would  not  be  afraid 
to  say  the  main  reason  for  the  lack  of  trust  is  the  arms  race  which  in  turn  gives  birth 
to  more  mistrust.  Today,  at  least  since  we  sold  Alaska,  we  have  no  territorial 
problems  with  the  United  States.  We  did  sell  it  rather  cheaply,  but  now  it  is  a  little 
late  to  talk  about  it.  Jn  terms  of  ideological  problems,  I  would  say  that  historically 
they  hardly  ever  were  a  cause  for  a  serious  war.  It  is  another  matter  altogether  that 
this  has  been  used  as  an  excuse.  Economically,  it  is  more  likely  the  United  States 
would  enter  a  trade  or  other  wars  with  its  closest  allies  than  with  us. 

What  remains?  The  main  thing  remaining  is  that  which  began  the  cold  war.  For  example, 
I  am  recalling  all  the  events  and  I  am  absolutely  convinced  the  main  impetus  — 
although  other  motives  did  exist  —  was  the  U.S.  use  of  nuclear  weapons  against  Japan. 


We  correctly  determined  at  that  time  —  this  was  proved  to  be  correct  and  further 
secret  material  revealed  this  to  be  the  case  —  this  was  not  the  last  shot  of  World  War 
II,  but  the  first  shot  of  something  quite  new  —  the  cold,  or  perhaps,  the  hot  —  war 
about  which  the  hotheads  were  thinking  at  the  time.  Later  memoirs  did  show  this  was  to 
teach  the  Russians  to  play  ball  according  to  the  new  rules.  I  am  practically  quoting 
former  U.S.  Defense  Secretary  Stimson. 

What  Reagan  is  saying  is  simply  political  vulgarity.  Political  vulgarity.  Because 
today  the  most  important  measure  of  confidence  which  one  could  think  up,  and  the  most 
important  contribution  to  the  cause  of  true  freedom,  would  be  the  end  of  the  arms  race. 

[Falin]  I  think  the  answer  to  the  same  question  is  provided  by  some  of  the  statements, 
in  particular  by  the  French  minister  of  defense,  [who  stated  very]  recently  that  the 
socialist  countries  are  threatening  the  West  with  their  proposals  on  disarmament. 
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[Arbatov]  Yes,  they  are  afraid  of  that.  You  see,  we  are  living  in  an  interesting 
period.  We  are  not  accepting  the  U.S. '  no  for  an  answer.  On  the  other  hand,  they  are 
unwilling  to  take  our  yes  for  an  answer.  They  are  particularly  afraid  when  we  agree  to 
some  previous  proposals.  Take  the  zero  option  as  an  example.  Reagan  in  his  speech 
attempted  to  say  it  was  an  old  U.S.  decision  and  now  the  Russians  have  accepted  it. 
But  the  interesting  thing  is  that  when  discussions  started,  it  became  clear  that  the 
Americans  put  forward  this  proposal  feeling  certain  the  Russians  would  not  agree  to 
it.  After  we  did  agree,  so  many  problems  surfaced  that  from  the  end  of  February  on 
they  still  have  not  found  a  way  to  solve  them.  It  then  turns  out  they  do  not  want  the 
zero  option  after  all.  They  want  something  greater  than  zero  for  themselves. 

[Zorin]  I  would  like  you  to  comment  on  one  more  part.  But  it  is  necessary  for  our 
viewers  to  know  about  what  we  are  commenting  on  and  what  we  are  challenging.  That  is 
why  I  will  each  time  use  quotes  from  Reagan's  speech.  Here  is  one  more  statement  from 
the  Berlin  speech:  We  have  heard  much  from  Moscow  about  the  new  policy  of  openness 
[glasnost].  The  Soviet  Union  will  prove  this  if  the  Soviet  leader  will  come  to  Berlin 
and  open  the  Brandenburg  Gates.  Valentin  Mikhaylovich. 

[Falin]  I  think  that  Reagan  is  not  only  imposing  political  rules  of  the  game  on  the 
other  countries  and  the  Soviet  Union,  but  he  also  wants  the  political  figures  and 
leaders  of  the  states  to  think  precisely  the  same  way  as  he  does.  But  the  Soviet 
leaders  do  not  come  into  the  house  of  someone  else  to  either  close  or  open  gates. 
Soviet  leaders  know  and  respect  international  laws,  know  and  respect  the  sovereign 
interests  of  other  countries... 

[Zorin,  interrupts]  Unlike  the  U.S.  President. 

[Falin,  continues] .. .unlike  the  U.S.  President  and  do  not  intend  to  tamper  here  with 
those  high  principles  which  make  peace  more  dependable  and  stable  and  relations  between 
all  states  and  peoples  more  friendly. 

[Zorin]  To  conclude  our  talk,  I  would  like  to  put  the  following  question  to  you, 
Georgiy  Arkadyevich;  do  you  not  consider  that  the  U.S.  President,  with  the  aid  of  such 
speeches  as  the  ones  we  discussed  today,  is  preparing  grounds  for  retreating  from  the 
positions  which  both  sides  have  reached,  particularly  during  the  recent  visit  to  Moscow 
of  the  U.S.  secretary  of  state? 


[Arbatov]  This  is  an  interesting  question,  not  an  easy  one  to  answer.  I,  feel  the 
current  President;  perhaps  because  of  the  things  I  spoke  about,  his  initial  basic 
premises,  and  later  because  of  the  fierce  clash  of  these  premises  with  the  realities  o 
life;  realized  what  he  wished  for  was  unattainable.  As  for  new  forms,  he  is  hampered 
by  the  old  burdens,  lack  of  desire  to  change;  the  old  way  of  thinking  is  well  embeoded 
in  this  old  man.  I  think  it  is  characteristic  of  him  that  he  does  not  wish  to  take  on 
any  commitments.  When  he  does  get  the  feeling  he  did  indeed  take  on  certain 

coLitments,  he  immediately  tries  to  back  off.  This  is  what  happened  in  Geneva,  if  you 
remember.  Immediately  after  Geneva,  a  series  of  actions  were  taken  which  were  meant  o 
undermine  this.  This  is  the  crux  of  the  trauma  of  the  talks  in  Reykjavik.  When  it 
appeared  all  was  within  sight,  he  gathered  his  papers  and  left. 

[Falin,  interrupts]  After  Reykjavik  he  began  to  say... 
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[Arbatov  interrupts]  After  Reykjavik  the  false  Reykjavik  began;  that  is,  an 
interpretation  was  given  to  all  of  this  so  as  to  confuse  everyone.  In  relation  to 
this,  this  is  what  I  think:  There  is  another  aspect  present  here.  A  very  bad 
political  move  which,  in  my  opinion,  is  today  truly  in  the  way  of  confidence  building. 
One  side  is  trying  hard,  acting,  is  behaving  very  honestly.  Nobody  can  reproach  us  in 
anything.  All  he  says  are  abstractions:  his  understanding  of  freedom,  our 
understanding  of  freedom;  the  division  of  the  continent,  and  some  other  things.  All 
this  has  no  relation  to  real  issues.  But  why  is  this  being  done?  There  is  always  the 
desire  to  show  that  no  matter  what  we  do,  the  ball  is  nevertheless  in  our  court.  It 
seems  we  must  do  something  else,  something  more.  This,  I  feel,  is  dangerous  in  the 
behavior  of  the  Americans  and  especially,  I  repeat  what  I  spoke  of  previously,  nothing 
in  this  is  new,  nothing  in  this  should  surprise,  but  it  does  force  us  to  think  very 
seriously  because  this  is  taking  place  at  a  time  when  the  sands  of  time  are  inexorably 
running  out  and  less  time  is  left  for  the  present  administration.  Herein  lies  the 
gravity  of  the  moment,  and  it  is  very  important  this  gravity  be  fully  understood.  if 
there  is  no  other  way,  then  the  necessary  pressure  should  be  applied  by  the  public. 
This  understanding  does  exist  in  Europe  and  among  the  U.S.  public.  There  is  an 
awareness  that  such  games  cannot  be  played  indefinitely.  It  is  simply  becoming  too 
dangerous. 

[Falin]  I  do  not  know  what  this  bears  witness  to,  because  to  imagine  exactly  what  the 
President  means  by  making  such  speeches  is  quite  difficult.  Later  development  will 
make  this  clear.  In  any  case,  such  announcements  are  not  conducive  to  the  convergence 
of  positions  toward  the  end  goal.  Most  importantly,  they  do  not  build  confidence  in 
the  United  States  as  a  partner.  If  there  is  always  this  kind  of  indecision,  always 
this  kind  of  to  and  fro,  then... 

[Arbatov  interrupts]  There  is  an  erosion  of  grounds  for  a  real  dialogue. 

[Zorin]  I  think,  colleagues,  that  what  you  have  spoken  about  today  at  this  table 
reflects  the  mood  of  the  Soviet  public  which  cannot  remain  indifferent  to  such 
statements  which  the  U.S.  President  has  been  making  lately.  They  cannot  and  will  not, 
and  this  is  what  we  have  been  talking  about. 

It  remains  for  me  to  thank  you  for  participating  in  the  talk,  to  thank  our  television 
viewers  for  their  attention.  Until  we  meet  again  in  Studio  9,  thank  you. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


MOSCOW  OBSERVER  SEES  TALKS  AT  'CRITICAL  POINT* 

LD192131  Moscow  Domestic  Service  in  Russian  1800  GMT  19  Jun  87 


[Commentary  By  political  observer  Nikolay  Shishlin] 

[Text]  The  dialogue  between  the  USSR  and  the  United  States  is  a  difficult  but  necessary 
one.  Here  is  the  latest  news  commentary.  Political  Observer  Nikolay  Shishlin  is  at 

the  microphone! 

[Shishlin]  I  think  that  we  have  now  reached  a  critical  point  in  the  development  of 
Soviet-U.S.  dialogue  devoted  to  the  key  issue  of  the  present  day:  The  ® 

limiting  and  curtailing  the  arms  race.  As  you  know,  there  is  a  fair  amount  of  bo 
optimism  and  pessimism  over  the  fate  of  the  Geneva  talks  involving  our  own  and  U.S. 
representatives.  The  optimism  is  connected  with  the  fact  that,  of  course,  thanks  to 
the  enterprising  position  of  the  Soviet  Union,  very  fine  prospects  have  been  created 
for  drawing  up  a  major  agreement  concerning  the  fate  of  Soviet  and  U.S.  medium-range 
miLues  in  Europe,  and  also  concerning  operational  and  tactical  weapons  on  the 

European  continent. 

However,  as  I  have  been  saying,  although  there  is  a  fair  amount  of  optimism,  there  is 
room  for  pessimism  too,  inasmuch  as  it  seems  to  me  that  the  U.S.  position  ^ 

present  time  is  by  no  means  as  simple  and  by  no  means  as  open  as  it  first  seems.  Atter 
all,  it  is  absolutely  not  fortuitous  that  there  has  been  precisely  at  this  critical 
moment  the  speech  by  Reagan,  the  U.S.  President,  in  West  Berlin  —  a 

melodramatic  and  that  in  no  way  facilitates  a  deepening  of  mutual  understanding  between 
the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States.  For  all  the  rhetoric  contained  in  the 
President's  speech  it  was  nevertheless  a  political  gesture  that  was  fairly  calculated 
to  achieve  none  other  than  some  slowing  up  of  the  Soviet-U.S.  dialogue. 

But  it  is  not  just  a  matter  of  this.  The  United  States,  it  seems,  is_ choosing  tactics 
whereby  it  would  like  to  put  the  Soviet  Union  in  a  situation  where  it  runs  short  of 
thinking  time,  and  to  depict  everything  as  though  the  drawing  up  of  this  agreement  now 
depends  wholly  on  the  Soviet  Union.  Meanwhile,  the  United  States  is  attempting  to 
reinforce  its  own  position  on  the  matters  that  have  not  been  settled.  This  is  despite 
the  fact  that  progress  and  the  very  fate  of  a  sensible  compromise  depend,  of  course,  on 
moving  to  meet  each  other  halfway. 

Therefore,  at  present  time,  in  speaking  about  the  critical  nature  of  the  present 
moment,  we  should  clearly  see  that  very  much  now  depends  precisely  on  the  readiness  o 
the  United  States  to  adhere  to  reason  and  goodwill,  and  on  the  readiness  of  the  United 
States  to  realize  that  to  miss  the  present  moment  would  be  a  very  great  loss  for  e 
United  States  itself,  for  the  fate  of  international  security  and  for  the  whole  cause  of 
improving  tho  world  political  climatG* 
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PRAVDA  VIEWS  U.S.,  WESTERN  EUROMISSILE  POLICY 

PM251521  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  25  Jun  87  Second  Edition  p  4 

[Own  political  observer  Yuriy  Zhukov  article:  "What  Is  Lacking  Is  a  Realistic  Policy"] 

[Text]  Time  flies.  And  the  U.S.  press  does  not  tire  of  repeating  that  unless  the  talks 
on  nuclear  and  space  arms  between  the  U.S.  and  the  Soviet  delegation  in  Geneva  are 
(•rowned  with  success  in  the  current  year,  the  possibility  of  the  conclusion  of  any 

agreement  in  the  near  future  will  evaporate.  Everything  will  be  overshadowed  by 
prc!parat ions  for  the  presidential  elections.  And  as  to  what  happens  after  the 
elections,  no  one  can  tell  now. 

Moscow  takes  the  talks  in  Geneva  very  seriously  and  is  fully  aware  of  the  specific 
features  of  U.S.  political  life.  For  this  very  reason,  the  Soviet  side  has  taken  one 
serious  step  after  another  in  order  to  pave  the  way  toward  disarmament.  Universal 
attention  is  now  focused  on  preparations  for  the  conclusion  of  an  agreement  on  the 
elimination  of  medium-range  and  operatinal  and  tactical  missiles  in  Europe.  A  whole 
series  of  Soviet  proposals,  put  forward  in  an  effort  to  meet  our  partners  half-way,  has 
tttrned  tile  possibility  of  the  conclusion  of  such  an  agreement  without  further  delay 
into  an  entirely  realistic  proposition.  All  that  is  required  is  the  necessary 

political  will. 

However,  our  partners  are  becoming  more  and  more  nervous  the  more  realistic  the 

prospect  of  the  achievement  of  an  accord  becomes,  and  are  feverishly  seeking  ever  new 
pretexts  in  order  to,  by  hook  or  by  crook,  postpone,  if  not  tliwart  altogether,  the 
adoption  of  a  decision.  In  this  connection  I  would  like  to  permit  myself  a  lengthy 
([uote  from  an  article  published  in  the  West  German  STERN  magazine  under  the  title  "The 
Cold  War  Knights'  Fear  of  Disarmament"  (the  magazine  is  by  no  means  pro-Soviet  or 
procommunist,  which  makes  its  judement  all  the  more  interesting): 

"This  is  ail  the  NATO  political  and  military  leaders  needed!  The  Russians  are  coming, 
but  not  with  arms  and  soldiers,  but  with  more  and  more  new  proposals.  [paragraph 

cont inucs  j 


To  begin  with,  Mikhail  Gorbachev  stunned  the  Western  alliance  with  a  proposal  to  remove 
medium-range  nuclear  missiles  (with  a  range  of  more  than  1,000  km,  i.e.  the  SS-20  and 
Porshing-2  missiles)  from  Europe  and  to  destroy  most  of  them  —  the  zero  option.  Now 
lie  even  intends  to  reduce  the  missiles  with  a  range  from  500  to  1,000  km  (the 
double-zero  option). 
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■■IKe  soviet  leadet  takes  disa«t  “LrTaTu  to 

this  idea  in  Brussels  and  about  arms  control  in  their 

mention  Washington.  Yu.  L.)  idK„  hhintrt;  to  remain  as  they  are,  have 

Sunday  speeches  but  who  J^^^ua  jj^TO  supreme  allied  commander,  Europe, 

sung  out  with  one  voice.  (U.S.)  General  ’Jr;  defenseless  in  the  face  of 

has  declared:  'Giving  up  nuclear  JJ  ,  yoi^er  Ruehe,  deputy  chairman  of  the 

the  Warsaw  Pact’s  conventional  armed  forces.  _  Volker  Kuene  y 

‘/nUhoTa-^J^  o“n^  afro  o^ptLrin' other  spheres  is  not 

in  the  FRG's  interests''  ... 

The  fact  that  disarmament  talks  "“fJf-^^^fV/rrauTinr  0000^0  ^^^ng^tL  "uWert 
have  failed  to  produce  ^0000°!?  very  many  peace-minded,  but  politically 

public  circles.  However,  until  „/  to  blame  both  sides  for  the 

?:ii;rrof''t;;rt”alk™  esperLlly  smce  anti-Soviet  propaganda  painted  the  Soviet  Union 
as  the  arch-enemy. 

all  that  has  Changed^  f-  rdt^rhe  ”a'r„r rSr 

^:;:clXrhe'riear  and  space  arms  ra^.  --  e^rryrr"— “a"nd  Turpo^ 

:u:crof‘'t;;rLued  tafer'and  MTO,  "hose  answer  to  all  these  proposals  is  either  a 
"no,"  or  additional  demands,  or  propaganda  hedging. 

Addressing  the  World  Congress  of  Women  'J-e  !nioT7r’e  p;thng°'up‘1nl 

Ztacjf  af«rTn"othrr't  “tre  path  Tf  disarmament  while  at  the  same  time  trying  to 
persuade  the  USSR  to  back  up  its  words  with  actions. 

ifTndPr.!  were  effortlessly  able  to  manipulate  public 
However,  the  times  w  en  „r>pr  like  THE  NEW  YORK  TIMES  deemed  it  necessary  to 

opinion  are  gone.  Even  a  to  admit  that  they  rely 

declare  on  17  June  that  public  will  not  understand  them.  They 

on  nuclear  weapons.  They  are  about  the  creation  of  nuclear-free 

arc  afraid  that  Moscow  wr  ^draw  m  cope  with  political  pressure 

zones  and  continents  and  tnat  ic  '  nf  a  nuclear-free  continent. 

Indeed,  they  are  obviously  marking  time,  putting  forward  one  new  demand  after  another. 

Bundeswehr  Pershing-IA  missiles  intact. 
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Next,  U.S.  Arms  Control  and  Disarmament  Agency  Director  Adelman  demands,  in  breach  of 
the  accord  reached  In  Reykjavik,  that  we  not  only  destroy  our  medium-range  missiles  in 
iiurope  but  also  the  100  warheads  which  were  to  remain  in  Asia. 

Then,  Japanese  Premier  Nakasone  suddenly  insists  that  the  United  States  site 
medium-range  missiles  with  100  nuclear  warheads  targeted  on  the  Soviet  lar  East  in 
Alaska . 

And  finally  Brzezinski,  President  Carter’s  former  assistant,  drags  out  demands  that  the 
elimination  of  medium-range  missiles  in  Europe  be  made  conditional  on  the  elimination 
ol  all  the  Soviet  tanks  which  are  allegedly  preparing  to  invade  the  West.. 

And  so  on  and  so  forth.  And  they  always  try  to  rebuke  us  for  intransigence,  for  not 
wanting  to  meet  them  half-way.  As  recently  as  22  June,  Kampelman,  the  head  of  the  U.S. 
delegation,  dared  to  claim  that  the  Soviet  side  is  'impeding  (!)  progress  at  the  talks 
by  raising  the  question  of  the  warheads  and  the  Pershing-IA  missiles  which  belong  to 
the  FRG.'  That  caps  it  all,  as  the  saying  goes! 

Naturally,  the  reader  will  ask:  What  do  all  these  gentlemen  have  in  mind?  Do  they 
seriously  believe  it  is  possible  to  build  a  policy  on  demands  so  absurd  that  even  a 
child  can  see  it?  It  is  my  view  that  neither  Rogers,  nor  Adelman,  not  even  President 
Reagan  himself  believe  this.  But  it  is  important  for  them  to  give  the  impression  of 
seeking  solutions  in  order  to  reassure  public  opinion  which  is  alarmed  at  the  sight  of 
an  agreement  that  seemed  so  close  yesterday  receding  further  and  further  into  the 
d Is  tance . 

According  to  an  report  of  20  June,  "a  ranking  U.S.  spokeman,”  who  wishes  to  remain 
anonymous,  as  always,  has  said  that  "because  of  the  controversy  over  Soviet  missiles 
(incidentally,  why  only  Soviet  missiles?  —  Yu,  Zh. )  the  treaty  on  medium-range  nuclear 
forces  may  not  be  finalized  and  concluded  until  next  year." 

You  cannot  but  be  amazed  at  the  irresponsibility  with  which  leading  representatives  of 
this  great  power  approach  the  most  burning  problem  of  the  present  time  on  whose 
solution  the  survival  of  mankind,  and  hence  their  own  survival,  depends. 

Talking  to  journalists  on  21  June,  the  Soviet  leader  said:  "In  questions  of  detente 
and  curbing  the  arms  race  we  are  prepared  to  cooperate  with  all  forces.  However,  we 
sense  that  what  is  lacking  in  the  West  is  a  realistic  policy.  All  people  there  are 
worried  about  is  saving  face.  Yet  what  is  needed  are  specific  steps  along  the  path  of 
improving  the  international  atmosphere,  along  the  path  toward  a  nuclear-free  world,  a 
world  without  violence,  along  the  path  of  cooperation." 

It  is  not  yet  too  late  to  complete  the  work  on  the  preparation  of  the  Geneva 
agreement.  This  can  and  must  be  done  on  the  basis  of  mutual  cooperation  and  a  shared 
interest  in  achieving  accords.  This  is  precisely  how  a  realistic  policy  is  built.  And 
the  sooner  the  gap  created  by  the  absence  of  such  a  policy  in  Washington  and  other  NATO 
capitals  is  filled,  the  better.  Our  partners  should  be  no  less  interested  in  this  than 
we  are. 
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SOVIET  AlUIY  PAPER  VIEWS  ROGERS  CRITICISM  OF  ZERO  OPTION 
PM301603  Moscow  KRASNAYA  ZVEZDA  in  Russian  25  Jun  87  p  4 

[KRASNAYA  ZVEZDA  Observer  Manki  Ponomarev  article  under  the  rubric  "International 
Observer  Answers  Reader":  "What  the  Masters  Think...";  first  three  paragraphs  are 
KRASNAYA  ZVEZDA  introduction] 

[Text]  From  Lieutenant  Colonel  G.  Fedoseyev’s  letter  to  the  editorial  office: 


"It  is  well  known  that  during  the  Reykjavik  meeting,  the  U.S.  nroposals 

Soviet  proposal  on  eliminating  mediuKi-range  missiles  in  Europ_e._  / 3 
envisaging  the  withdrawal  from  Europe  and  elimination  of  Soviet  and  U.S.  ^  ® 

anr^perational  and  tactical  missiles  were  later  welcomed  at  the  recent  NATO  Cou.  cil 
session.  Yet  now  U.S.  General  B.  Rogers,  so  KRASNAYA  ZVEZDA  recently  wro  e,  ^  ^  Y 
and^  declaring  that  the  talks  currently  under  way  in  Geneva  on  this  subject  do  "o"  suit 
him  It  all.  It  looks  like  the  President  says  one  thing  and  his  generals  say  something 

coniplot6ly  different.  How  ciin  this  be. 

KRASNAYA  ZVEZDA  Observer  Manki  Ponomarev  replies  to  reader  Lt  Col  G.  Fedoseyev. 

Yes  this  is  indeed  the  case.  Comrade  Fedoseyev.  I  can  cite  as  many  examples  as  you 
like  showing  that  the  President  and  other  high-ranking  figures  in  the  Washingtoi 

adminisrrltion  state  one  thing,  whilst  the  executants  say  -  and  sometimes  do  -  the 
total  opposite.  You  have  drawn  attention  to  the  report  published  in  our 
the  interview  with  B.  Rogers  in  London's  THE  TIMES  ^^e  is 

How  many  times  has  the  head  of  the  White  House  spoken  out  to  the  effect  that  th 
of  future  agreements  with  the  Soviet  Union  on  disarmament  problems  depends  on 

acceptance  of  U.S.  verification  proposals.  But  when  the  USSR 

interested  as  the  United  States  in  strict  verification  of  the  observance  ot  t  ® 

elaborated  agreements,  up  to  and  including  on-site  ^"^P^'^ions  people  took  frigh 

across  the  ocean.  As  THE  WASHINGTON  POST  wrote  recently,  staffers  of  the  so  caile 
U.S.'  intelligene  community,  including  the  CIA,  NSA,  and  FBI,  categorically  opposed  sue  i 
inspections,  which  will  allegedly  substantially  damage  U.S.  securi  y. 

There  are  many  reasons  for  this  discrepancy,  to  put  it  mildly,  between  the  statements 
and  actions  of  the  representatives  of  the  highest  echelons  of  power  and  in  the  United 
States  and  other  Western  countries,  and  officials  of  a  lower,  b  R 

responsible,  level,  and  they  are  very  diverse. 


Perhaps  the  first  is  the  hypocrisy  of  the  administration  itself.  Proceeding  from 
short-term  tactical  considerations.  President  Reagan  is  not  averse  to  depicting  himself 
as  a  "peacemaker,"  even  as  an  opponent  of  nuclear  weapons.  But  at  the  same  time  he  has 
put  forward  a  program  for  modernizing  and  building  up  U.S.  strategic  offensive  forces, 
has  proclaimed  the  "Strategic  Defense  Initiative"  aimed  at  transferring  the  arms  race 
to  space  and  obtaining  military  superiority  over  the  USSR,  and  has  wrecked  the  accord 
nearly  achieved  at  Reykjavik  on  fundamental  questions  of  disarmament  which  perturb  all 
mankind,  or  has  ventured  to  attack  the  USSR  in  the  spirit  of  the  "cold  war,"  as  he  did 
recently  in  West  Berlin.  This  hypocrisy  is  clear  not  only  to  us.  It  is  also  perceived 
by  U.S.  figures  of  various  ranks.  And  those  of  them  who  occupy  "hawkish"  positions 
often  allow  themselves  to  say  out  loud  what  the  President  has  only  hinted  at. 

The  absence  of  unity  of  word  and  deed  among  Western  countries'  politicians  is  the 
second  reason  for  the  apparent  discrepancy  between  the  statements  of  figures  on 
different  rungs  of  the  hierarchical  ladder.  There  is  an  obvious  abundance  of  words, 
but  few  concrete  steps  forward  in  response  to  the  Soviet  proposals.  Leading  figures 
over  there  are  worried  about  losing  in  the  eyes  of  public  opinion.  And  they  are  not 
particularly  concerned  about  turning  the  world  away  from  confrontation,  from  tension, 
and  from  the  arms  race  toward  the  path  of  organizing  and  improving  international 
relations.  Those  who,  like  Rogers-,  pay  less  attention  to  public  opinion  see  no 
necessity  to  conceal  their  true  thoughts  and  actions. 

Finally  the  third  reason  certain  U.S.  figures,  including  in  the  military,  are  venturing 
to  publicly  abandon  the  official  position  is  fear.  It  is  fear  that  the  new  political 
thinking,  the  new  philosophy  on  which  the  large-scale  Soviet  peace  initiatives  are 
based,  will  forge  ahead  and  become  part  of  life,  will  be  established  as  the  document 

factor  in  relations  between  states,  and  will  lead  to  a  normalization  of  the  situation 
in  the  world  arena.  This  fear  of  the  future  —  a  future  without  wars  —  prompts 
figures  such  as  Rogers  to  make  speeches  and  give  interviews  expressing  a  viewpoint 
seemingly  different  from  that  to  which  official  Washington  adheres. 

Incidentally,  about  Rogers.  He  is  playing  on  the  fact  that  he  is  a  military  and 
political  figure  on  the  NATO  stage  not  the  U.S.  stage  and,  as  NATO  supreme  allied 
commander  Europe,  is  not  accountable  to  the  U.S.  President.  This  is,  of  course,  true. 
But  Rogers  is  still  a  U.S.  general  and  commander  of  the  U.S.  forces  on  the  European 
Continent,  and  thus  is  very  directly  subordinate  to  his  supreme  commander  in  chief  and 
head  of  state.  But  the  fact  he  ventures  to  make  statements  like  the  one  during  the 
TIMES  interview  by  no  means  indicates  that  Rogers  is  unfamiliar  with  the  demands  of 
discipline.  It  is  simply  that  there  is  an  even  higher  authority  above  him  —  the 
reactionary  militarist  circles  that  ultimately  determine  all  U.S.  policy  and  all  the 
actions  of  U.S.  figures  of  various  ranks.  The  President  himself  is  subordinate  to 
these  circles.  It  is  no  coincidence  that  a  White  House  official  spokesman,  commenting 
on  Rogers'  interview,  declared  that  President  Reagan  is  "not  angry"  with  the  general. 

From  all  that  has  been  said.  Comrade  Fedoseyev,  you  can  only  reach  one  conclusion. 
Officials  like  General  Rogers  sometimes  do  indeed  appear  to  speak  independently  and 
freely.  But  they  are  merely  saying  what  their  masters  prefer  to  think. 
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MOSCOW  'TOP  PRIORITY'  VIEWS  MILITARY  DOCTRINE,  MISSILES 
LD281407  Moscow  in  English  to  North  America  2300  GMT  26  Jun  87 

["Top  Priority"  program  presented  by  Vladimir  Pozner  with  panelists  Radomir  Bogdanc  . 
and  Sergey  Plekhanov  of  the  United  States  and  Canada  Studies  Institute] 

[Text]  [Pozner]  How  do  you  do,  ladies  and  gentlemen.  This  is  Vladimir  Pozner 

presenting  Top  Priority.  With  me  on  the  panel  as  usual,  Dr  Radomir  Bogdanov  and  Sergey 

Plekhanov  of  Moscow's  United  States  and  Canada  Studies  Institute.  Several  things  have 
occurred  this  week  and  one  is,  of  course,  the  press  conference  where  the  Soviet  side 
presented  the  new  Soviet  doctrine,  (?let  us  say  that)  the  new  military  doctrine  that 
has  been  supported  now  and  put  forward  by  the  Warsaw  Pact  nations.  That's  on  the  one 
hand,  and  on  the  other  hand  of  course,  the  plenary  session  of  the  Soviet  Union 
Communist  Party  Central  Committee.  The  new  aspect  of  the  military  doctrine  concerns 
sufficient  defense.  The  Soviet  military  doctrine  was  always  a  defensive  one,  but 
there's  a  new  concept  of  sufficient  defense.  And  what  I'd  like  you  to  look  at  today  is 
to  what,  what  is  the  new  idea  based  on,  what  is  it  related  to?  Does  it  have  something 

to  do  with  the  economy  that  is  being  discussed  at  the  plenary  session?  Does  it  have  to 

do  simply  with  a  new  way  of  seeing  things?  Please,  who  would  like  to  take  that? 

[Bogdanov]  Vladimir,  it's  a  very  interesting  question,  not  only  for  our  American 
listeners  but  for  us,  too.  Let  me  state  that  maybe  for  the  first  time  in  the  Soviet 
history  we  have  made  so  clear  what  the  Soviet  military  doctrine  is.  But  I  would  like 
to  add  one  thing.  It's  not  only  the  Soviet  military  doctrine,  it  is  Warsaw  Pact  Treaty. 

[Pozner]  Exactly. 

[Bogdanov]  Warsaw  Treaty  doctrine  which  is  really  unusual  one.  [as  heard]  Now  let  me 
say  something  else,  you  know,  for  so  many  years  and  decades  the  Soviet  military 
doctrine  was  a  focus  of  different  speculation  in  the  West;  what  it  is,  how  it  is 
secret.  And  people  in  the  West  were  claiming  even  at  the  responsible  quarters,  but 
they,  they  don't  know  what  the  Soviet  military  doctrine  is,  it's  such  a  big  secret 
maybe  the  biggest  secret  of  the  Soviet  state,  you  know.  And  they  have  always  been 
basing  their  judgment  on  the  Soviet  military  doctrine  on  one  book  written  in  the 
sixties  by  late  Marshal  Sokolovskiy  and  some  other  people  which  is  called  "Military  — 
Soviet  Military  Strategy"  by  the  way,  not  a  doctrine  but  strategy,  makes  it,  there  is  a 
difference. 

[Pozner]  Yes,  in  fact... 
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[Bogdanov]  Nov,  and  they  were  claiming  always  that  if  you  judge  by  this  book,  you 
know,  the  Soviet  military  doctrine  is  an  offensive... 

[Pozner]  Aggressive... 

[Bogdanov]  Aggressive,  (?offensive) . . . 

[Pozner]  Yes,  I've  heard  that  said.  In  fact  they've  quoted  Sokolovskiy  many  times  to 
that  effect. 

[Bogdanov]  Now,  yes.  Now  you  have  a  document  which  is,  which  is  maybe  three,  four,  or 
many  other  times  more  authoritative,  more  important  than  that  book  which  belongs  to  the 
past,  by  the  way.  What  is  the  principal  difference  between  the  doctrine,  between 
conventional,  usual  doctrine,  military  doctrine  and  that  one?  Any  doctrine,  military 
doctrine,  including  American  doctrine,  French  doctrine,  German  doctrine,  whatever  it 
is,  always  has  as  first  priority,  how  to  win  the  war,  you  know,  how  to  win  the  war. 
The  doctrine  offered  by  Warsaw  Treaty,  by  the  Soviet  Union,  it's  absolutely  different, 
maybe  for  the  first  time  in  the,  in  the  history.  It's  not  how,  about  how  to  win  the 
war,  but  how  to  prevent  the  war.  And  if  you  take  the  principle,  you  know,  point  of  the 
doctrine,  and  come  down  to  the  technicalities  of  that,  you  will  very  easily  see  if  you 
are  not  to  win  but  to  prevent  the  war,  it's  defensive,  it's  defensive.  You  cannot 
prevent  the  war  by  winning  the  war. 


[Pozner]  All  right.  Could  you,  could  you,  briefly.  Dr  Plekhanov,  could  you  tell  us 
what  is  sufficient  defense,  as  differing  from  defense  in  general?  This  seems  to  be  an 
important  qualification. 

[Plekhanov]  That's  right.  I  think  that  there  is  an  innovation  not  only  in  response 
to,  in  relations  to  admitting  that  you  can't  win  a  nuclear  war,  in  the  new  Soviet 
military  doctrine... 

[Pozner]  It's  not  Soviet,  as  we  said,  it’s  the  Warsaw  Treaty  Organization,  yes. 

[Plekhanov]  Right.  But  another  thing,  using  force  or  building  up  force  to  prevent  a 
war,  because  some  people  think  that,  well  you  know,  to  prevent  a  war  you  must  be  as 
strong,  so  strong  as  no  one  would  dare  to  offend  you.  And  that  was  our  traditional 
approach.  But... 

[Pozner]  That  is,  the  more  weapons  we  have,  the  safer  we  are. 

[Plekhanov]  The  more  weapons  we  have,  the  safer  we  are.  And  here  the  concept  of 
reasonable  sufficiency,  of  sufficient  defense,  there  are  various  terms  for  it,  becomes 
very  important,  because  if  we  recognize,  and  we  do  recognize,  that  security  can  be 
achieved  only  on  the  basis  of  regard  for  the  security  of  the  other  side... 


[Pozner]  Mutual  security. 

[Plekhanov]  Mutual  security,  common  security  as  well.  Then  you  nust  think  how  the 
other  side  will  view  your  preparations  for  absolutely  defensive  actions.  But  if  you 
don't  think  about  the  concerns  and  the  fears  on  the  other  side,  so  not  only  your 
intentions  must  be  defensive,  but  your  strategy,  your  preparations,  military 
preparations,  your  military  policy  must  be  defensive  in  nature.  The  essence  of  the  new 
security  doctrine  of  the  Warsaw  Treaty  is  to  restructure  the  military  policies  of  both 
sides,  and  that  can  only  be  done  on  mutual  basis  in  such  a  manner... 
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[Bogdanov]  I'm  sorry,  Sergey,  not  only  restructuring  the  military  policy,  but 
restructuring  the  forces. 

[Plekhanov]  The  armed  forces,  yes. 

[Pozner]  Pardon  me,  let  me  jump  in  here,  let  me  jump  in  for  one  minute.  Let  us  take 
conventional  forces.  Now  there  is  a  disbalance  if  you  look  at  the  NATO  and  the  Warsaw 
forces  there  is  a  disbalance.  Some  have  more  of  one  thing,  some  have  more  of  the 
other.  One  way. . . 

[Bogdanov]  What  we  call,  what  we  call  a  rough  parity. 

[Pozner]  Rough  parity  (?as  such).  Now  one  way  of  looking  at  it  would  be  to  establish 
proper  defense,  would  be  for  all  sides  to  build  up  the  equal  level  that  they  have 
today.  If  we  have  more  tanks,  then  the  West  should  have  more  tanks,  as  many  as  us.  If 
they  have  more  battle,  er,  planes,  let  us  say,  then  we  should  have  more  planes  and 
build  up  to  their  level.  That's  one  way  of  looking  at  it. 

[Plekhanov]  That's  the  NATO  (?looking). 

[Pozner]  All  right.  The  other  way  is  to  go  down.  If  we  have  more  tanks  than  they  do, 
we  should  have  fewer  tanks.  If  they  have  more  planes  than  we  do,  they  should  have 
fewer  planes.  Would  you  say  that  is  our,  the  view  of  the  sufficiency  of  defense? 

[Bogdanov]  Yes,  that's  the  view  of  the  sufficiency  of  defense.  But  there  is  another 
very  important  point,  you  know.  You  don't,  you  not  only  eliminate  the  disparities  by , 
by  building  down,  if  you  like... 

[Pozner]  Yes,  I  like  that  a  lot. 

[Bogdanov]  Yeah,  but  you  leave  only  weapons  systems  with  conventional  with  defensive... 
[Pozner]  Capabilities. 

[Bogdanov]  Capabilities.  You  just  withdraw  from  the  zone,  combat  zones,  you  know, 
offensive  weapons.  Weapons  of  the  first  strike,  if  you  like,  of  surprise  attack. 

[Pozner]  I  see.  All  right.  OK.  Now,  let's  go  back  to  the  question  that  I  began 
with.  What,  this  change,  this  change  in  attitude  towards  military  doctrine,  how  do  you 
explain  it?  Is  it  because  our  economy  cannot  deal  with  military  production?  Is  it  for 
some  other  reason?  What  are  your  guesses? 

[Plekhanov]  Well,  I  think  that  there  are  several  reasons,  and  economic  reasons  are 
there  too.  I  wouldn't  blow  them  out  to  all  proportions.  But  they  are  important.  We 

would  like  to  spend  a  lot  less  on  defense  than  we  are.  And  I  think  that  the  same 

attitude  exists  in  the  Americans  judging  the,  by  public  opinion  polls,  and  in  many 
other  countries.  Really,  we  have  mountains  of  weapons  we  could  safely  do  without.  But 

there  is  another  very  important  thing:  In  a  nuclear  age,  radical  means  must  be  found 

in  order  to  reduce  levels  of  armaments;  otherwise  within  maybe  10  or  15  or  20  years  we 
1)0  gone,  maybe  even  earlier  —  some  miscalculation  has  happened,  and  that  s  all. 
So,  our  doctrine,  our  new  doctrine  reflects  recognition  of  that  reality. 
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[I’ozner]  Would  you  say  it's  a  combination  of  economic  factors  and  political  realism? 

[Plekhanov]  Yes,  political  realism  and  also  a  part  of  the  other  side  of  political 
realism,  recognition  that  this  is  one  world.  It... 

[Bogdanov]  It  is  not  only  political  realism,  it's  a  realistic  assessment  of  the 
situation.  Don't  you  feel  a  difference  between... 


[Fozner]  Well,  I'm  certainly  not  going  to  argue  (?against)  linguistic... 

[Bogdanov]  But  it's  not  only  linguistic,  it's  factual,  you  know.  I  just  would  like 

to .  . . 

[Pozner]  I  agree  with  you.  I  agree. 

[Plekhanov]  Recognizing  the  political  reality  that  with  all  the  existing  differences 
in  this  world,  ideological,  economic,  social,  it  is  one  world,  and  it  will  either 
survive  as  one  world  or  it  will  perish  as  one  world.  And  this  must  be,  this  fact  must 
not  be  simply  given  lip  service  to  in  big  speeches,  it  must  be  recognized  in  the 
changes  in  our  military... 

[Pozner]  Incidentally  I  believe  that  General  Secretary  Gorbachev  alluded  to  that  fact 
when  he  addressed  the  World  Congress  of  Women  in  Moscow  this  week  as  well,  did  he  not, 
the  importance  of  tliat  whole  idea. 

[Pleklianov]  Oh  yes,  yes,  yes.  Nonviolent,  interdependent  world.  This  is  the  reality 
which  we  must  address. 

[Pozner]  Incidentally,  I  was  listening  to  one  of  the  women,  one  of  the  delegates,  I 
think  she  comes  from  West  Germany  or  from  Sweden,  talking  about  why  she  was  here  and 
what  women  were  trying  to  do,  and  she  phrased  a  really  beautiful  thought.  She  said, 
our  Imsbands  keep  telling  us,  you  know,  why  are  you  going  and  leaving  the  family,  and 
what  we  say  is,  well  in  the  past  men  left  their  homes  to  go  to  war,  now  women  leave 
their  homes  to  secure  peace.  I  thought  that  was  beautiful...  Well,  all  right,  now 
let's  get  back  to  that  press  conference  I  was  talking  about  where  this,  the  military 
doctrine  of  the  Warsaw  Pact  was  announced.  General  Chervov  made  a  statement  to  the 
effect  tliat  in  so  far  as  intermediate  range  missiles  in  Europe,  and  shorter-range 
missiles  was  concerned  there  seemed  to  be  some  problems.  I  bring  this  up  because  when 
I  was  in  the  States  recently,  the  way  the  U.S.  media  was  handling  this  was  that  it  had 
all  now  been  agreed  to,  everything  was  fine,  and  that  a  summit  was  a  forgone  conclusion 
in  October  and  November,  all  problems  had  been  solved,  everything  was  hunky-dory,  as 
they  say,  and  this  seems  to  be  somewhat  contradicted  by  what  General  Chervov  said, 
because  he  said;  (A),  Number  one,  according  to  what  we  hear  now,  the  Soviets  are 
supposed  to  destroy  all  of  their  missiles,  whereas  the  Americans  are  not  supposed  to 
destroy  anything,  and  number  two,  the  Americans  are  saying  that  they  will  take  the 
nuclear  warheads  on  their  Pershing  missiles,  Pershing-2 's  and  put  them  on  the  West 
German  Pershing-IA  missiles,  which  would  be  a  total  contradiction  of  the  spirit  and  the 
letter  of  agreements,  first  of  all  you  cannot  transfer  nuclear  weapons  to  another 
nation,  and  what's  more,  it  flies  in  the  face  of  the  agreements  that  are  now  being 
talked  about.  So  I'd  like  to  ask  you,  what  is  this  all  about,  what  is  your  opinion? 
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[Bogdanov]  You  know,  first  of  all,  that  rosy  picture  does  not  reflect  the  reality... 
[Pozner]  You  mean  the  fact  that  everything  is  agreed  upon  and... 

[Bogdanov]  Yeah,  yeah.  This  picture  is  not  as  rosy  as... 

[Pozner]  Some  would  have  us  believe? 

[Bogdanov]  Yeah.  You  know,  after  all  it  is  very  much  in  the  favor  of  this 
administration  if  the  picture  is  rosy... 


[Pozner]  You  mean  Mr  Reagan  needs  it? 

[Bogdanov]  I  believe,  that's  my  personal  view... 


[Pozner]  The  Republican  Party  needs  it? 

[Bogdanov]  Which  the  Republican  Party  before  the  elections,  they  need  just  to,  you 
know,  to  present  themselves  as  the  peacemakers  and  things  like  that.  But  if  you  loo 
at  the  table,  the  Geneva  table,  you  will  see  that  parties  face  a  lot  of  difficulties, 
and  the  main  difficulty  is  there,  and  the  usual  difficulty  that  the  ^erican  side  ^s 
trying  again  to  gain  somehow  one  buck  more  than  the  Soviet  side,  you  know,  in  another 
word  to  get  the  military  superiority,  even  perceived,  you  know,  not  real  perceived 
military  superiority.  And  there  is  another  side  of  this  story,  that  s  again  my 
personal  view.  You  have  a  very,  very  clear  fact  of  internal  fight  within  this 
Lrainistration,  and  the  fight  is  not  yet  over.  You  have  different  factions  the 

administration.  One  faction  is  for,  the  other  one  is  very  much  against  any  deals, 

deal,  with  any  deal  with  the  Soviet  Union.  And  when  you  look  at  all  these  dirty  things 
you  know,  lying  on  the  table  preventing  the  parties  to  strike  an  agreement,  you  wi 
Lry  clearly  see  that  one  faction  is  fighting  deadly  to  prevent  any  agreement.  The 
othL  side  is  not  a  strong  one,  or  strong  one,  maybe  they  would  never  be  strong  enough 
to  strike  a  deal,  that's  my  very  pessimistic  view...  [as  heard] 


[Pozner]  You  are  pessimistic? 

[Bogdanov]  Yes,  I'm  still  pessimistic.  When  I'm  looking  at  all  that,  I'm  still 
pessimistic. 

[Pozner]  So  you,  do  you  actually  believe  that  we  will  not  reach  an  agreement  on  the 
intermediate-range  missiles  in  Europe,  are  you  of  that  opinion? 


[Bogdanov]  We  have  very,  very  short  time  to  reach  this  agreement,  and  I  would  like  to 
make  a  link  between  the  American  domestic  situation  approaching  the  presidential 
campaign  which  will  change  the  whole  picture,  which  will  make  the  parties,  you  know,  to 
behave  differently.  That's  what  worries  me.  Time  is  very  short,  time  is  running  ou  . 
And  sometimes  I  have  a  suspicion  that  the  party  which  is  against  a  deal  is  just 
dragging  the  time,  bringing  all  that  issue  of  INF  into  the  presidential  campaign,  then 
that  will  be  (?would)  come,  may  be  impossible.  That's  my  view. 
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[Pozner]  Dr  Plekhanov,  how  do  you  feel  about  this,  are  you  as  pessimistic  as  your 
colleague  here,  because  I  repeat  in  the  United  States  the  general  sentiment  seems  to  be 
that,  oh  yes,  we're  going  to  have  this  summit  and  everything’s  going  to  be  fine.  So, 
clearly  there  are  some  problems.  But  do  you  feel  that  in  reality  we  may  not  even  have 
a  summit  and  that  the  intermediate  missiles  will  not  be  solved  and  the  zero  option  will 
not,  the  zero-zero  option  in  fact,  will  not  be  achieved? 

[Plekhanov]  I  think  it  could  go  either  way  because  the  administration,  I  agree  with 
these  analyses  of  factional  fights  within  the  Reagan  administration.  Look,  the 
administration  for  six  years  has  been  moving  the  United  States  in  a  different 
direction,  not  in  the  direction  of  good  arms  control  agreements  with  the  Soviet  Union 
but  in  the  direction  of  the... 

[Pozner]  The  opposite.  Yes. 


[Plekhanov]  Gaining  the  upper  hand,  gaining  the  military  superiority,  building  up 
weapons  and  so  on.  And  it’s  like  a  car  which  you’ve  been  driving  in  a  certain,  on  a 
certain  road,  and  then  you  remember  that  oh,  my  God,  I’ve  got... 

[Pozner]  There’s  a  cliff  at  the  end  of  the  road... 

[Plekhanov]  I’ve  got  to  make  a  turn... 

[Bogdanov]  But  you  have  different  drivers.  You  have  very  different  drivers. 

[Plekhanov]  Right,  and  then  you  start,  you  know,  you  don’t  really  know  that  time  is 
very  short  and  the  cliff  is  nearby,  and  you’re  trying  to  make  that  turn,  and  it  s  ^an 
open  question  whether  you  will  fall  off  the  cliff  or  make  the  turn,  and  I,  think  that  s 

roughly  the  situation  now. 

[Pozner]  Well,  that's,  that  comes  I  think,  comes  a  surprise  to  many  of  our  listeners 
who  I  think  have  become  quite  optimistic.  Before  we  sign  off,  I  would  like  you  to  look 
S  iust  one  aspect  of  this  because  I’m  sure  our  listeners  are  not  aware.^  Whatsis  wrong 
with  the  idea  of  transferring  American  nuclear  warheads  to  West  German  missiles. 

[Bogdanov]  It's  an  ominous  idea  I  wouldn’t  even  like  to  talk  about  that,  I’m  sorry. 

[Pozner]  Well,  I'd  like  you  to  talk  about  it  only  because  I’m  afraid  that  many  of  our 
listeners  in  the  United  States  are  simply  not  aware.  So  that  would  be  it  s  simply 
infringing  on  existing  international  agreements. 

[Plekhanov]  That's  right.  The  current  situation  is  that  the  Bundeswehr,  the  West 
German  Army,  has  control  of  the  missiles,  Pershing-IA  tactical  missiles,  which  are 
armed  with^  nuclear  warheads,  but  the  nuclear  warheads  are  under  the  control  of  the 
United  States.  So  that  has  been  the  situation  and  it’s  a  very  sensitive  thing,  you 
know,  putting  the  nuclear  weapons  in  the  hands  of  the  Bundeswehr  has  always  been  a  very 
senlltf^e  question,  and  a  lot  of  Europeans,  not  just  in  the  East  or  in  the  West  do  not 
feel  comfortable  with  that  idea.  And  for  the  Americans  to  change  that  situation  now 
when  they  begin  to  talk  about  arms  control  and  removing  nuclear  weapons  from  Europe, 
would  be  an  unheard  of  thing . 
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fPozner]  Well,  it  certainly  doesn’t  feel  comfortable  to  me  either,  but  let's  hope  that 
political  realism  does  succeed  in  untying  this  knot.  I  will  say  that  I  still  believe 
that  we  will  reach  an  agreement  on  intermediate-range  missiles. 

[Bogdanov]  We  wish  you  were  right. 

jl’ozner]  All  right,  we  will  see,  time  will  show,  and  on  that,  on  my  optimistic  note, 
if  you'll  permit,  I'd  like  to  end  this  edition  of  Top  Priority.  Tune  in  with  us  a  week 
from  today  at  the  same  time,  we'll  be  back  with  more. 

/9738 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


MOSCOW  WEEKLY  ’INTERNATIONAL  OBSERVERS  ROUNDTABLE* 

LD281650  Moscow  Domestic  Service  in  Russian  1130  GMT  28  Jun  87 

["International  Observers  Roundtable"  program  with  All-Union  radion  commentator 
Viktor  Nikolayevich  Levin;  Vitaliy  Vladimirovich  Zhurkin,  corresponding  member  of 
the  USSR  Academy  of  Sciences  and  deputy  director  of  the  USSR  Academy  of  Sciences 
Institute  of  the  USA  and  Canada;  and  political  observer  Nikolay  Vladimirovich 
Shishlin] 

[Excerpts]  [Levin]  Hello,  esteemed  comrades.  We’ll  begin  our  conversation  with 
the  CPSU  Central  Committee  Plenum. 

I  think,  that  emerged  from  the  Central  Committee  Plenum  and  its  decisions  is  that 
Soviet  affairs  were  regarded  at  the  Central  Committee  Plenum  both  as  Soviet  affairs  and 
as  part  of  international  affairs.  In  other  words,  this  vision  of  new  roads  of 
development  for  the  Soviet  Union  contains  a  view  of  the  world  as  an  interconnected  and 
interdependent  thing:  a  world  that  in  certain  respects  is  a  single  whole.  And  it's 
rather  significant  that  the  report  by  Mikhail  Sergeyevich  Gorbachev  contains  a  very 
direct  and  definite  statement  of  the  need  for  the  Soviet  Union  to  participate  in  the 
international  division  of  labor.  Thus,  without  any  reservations  or ,  well ,  petty 
barriers,  you  might  say,  the  Soviet  Union  actually  does  indeed  participate  in  the 
international  division  of  labor. 


[Shishlin]  Sorry  to  interrupt,  Viktor  Nikolayevich,  but  the  development  of 
international  relations  always  leaves  something  to  be  desired,  [laughter] 

[Levin]  I  fully  accept  that  correction,  so  I'll  put  it  more  simply:  a  number  of 
elements  have  appeared  to  cause  extra  anxiety.  What  I  have  in  mind  is  the  way  things 
are  going  at  the  Soviet-U.S.  .talks  in  Geneva  on  drafting  an  agreement  to  eliminate 
medium-range  missiles  and  operational  and  tactical  missiles,  and  the  events  that  are 
unfolding  in  the  Persian  Gulf.  We  might  begin,  perhaps,  by  analyzing  the  situation,  as 
it  appears  today,  at  the  Soviet-U.S.  talks  in  Geneva. 

A  few  days  ago  Mikhail  Sergeyevich  Gorbachev  in  his  greetings  to  the  World  Women's 
Congress  referred  to  the  fact  that  ther  West  very  often  says  that  words  are  one  thing, 
and  deeds  another;  and  he  compared  the  Soviet  Union's  words  and  deeds.  With  the  Soviet 
Union,  it's  concrete  actions.  ,  The  West  has  more  words  than  deeds,  but  I  should  say 
that  in  Geneva  they  are  now  beginning  to  do  something,  but  these  are  actions  with  a 
minus  sign,  negative  actions. 


57 


fZhurkin]  Well,  yes,  such  negative  actions  are  occurring,  but  in  general,  the  United 
iwtcs  al»“ys  been  -  and  ramies  -  an  extremely  difficult  partner  at  those 

talks  And  ^if  we  get  way  from  the  multitude  of  details  —  although  we  can  talk  about 
them  certainly  a  lot  is  being  written  about  them  —  then  the  central  question,  Vik  or 
Nikolayevich,  is  still  the  question  of  whether  we'll  succeed  in  concluding  is 
agreeniLt  with  the  United  States.  Here  the  United  States,  the  U.S.  leadership,  the 
R^jgan  administration,  keeps  shying  away:  they  step  forwrad,  then  sideways,  then  back, 

S  happened  just  recently  during  Reagan's  speech  in  West  Berlin;  and  at  the  talks 
themselves  they  regularly  throw  in  some  additional  ^^^ails  which  make  the  progress  o 
the  talks  more  difficult.  And  in  general  it  does  seem  to  me  that  we  still  have  o 
answer  to  that  question.  And  the  reason  evidently  is  that  on  the  one  hand  we 
must  not  be  forgotten  that,  whether  we  conclude  an  agreement  with  the  Reapn 
administration  or  not,  it  always  has  been,  is.  and  will  remain  a  rightwing  conservative 
administration  with  clear  and  obvious  anti-Soviet  tendencies  [sentence  as  heard] .  And 
u";  not  becLse  they  like  us  or  love  us  that  they've  agreed  to  negotiate,  but  because 
they're  squeezed  in  a  tight  circle  of  political  realities,  by  the  fact  that  tey 
haven't  got  the  money  for  the  arms  race  -  for  2  years  now  they  haven  t  been  able  to 
increase  their  militLy  budget  -  and  by  the  growing  resistance  at  hon^  to  Reagan  s 
policy  Well,  indeed,  if  we're  talking  about  the  serious  national  interest  of  the 
United  States,  an  agreement  is  to  the  advantage  of  the  United  States.  It  s  equa  y 
advantageous  to  us  as  well. 

[Levin]  To  the  whole  world. 

1.-  ^  Tn  ihe  whole  world.  Perhaps  the  administration  is  hoping  to  scrape  together 

[Zhurkin]  To  the  wnoie  worio.  f  that  the  U.S.  elections  are 

Snefu'^And  thes^d'ivLsf laftorrare^all  the  time  pushing  it  now  to  the  right,  now 

to  the  left,  now  forward,  now  back. 

well,  you  my  bay,  ho.  can  .a  Co 

Union  has  no  elections  ctwing  p.  years.  To  a  certain  extent,  of 

Sfataa.  ^  'hLaure  S  L\"a„  LmSstrafion  haa  only  1  and  VZ 

course,  we  have  time  on  administration  will  come  to  an  end.  Well,  in 

years  to  go.  In  January,  i:*  ,  Hninn  has  a  chance  to  look  ahead  and 

working  to  conclude  that  agreemen  ,  e  sneak  —  the  system  of  compromises  and 

carry  ko  »  derfain  limit  -  the  pi  k  J  .hero  „o  left  off  .ith 

accords,  and  proceed  on  '"f  ™  „£  ars  the  .hole  thing  .ill  begin  ane«. 

the  next  International  sitmtion,  a  responsible 

But  naturally,  in  such  an  ac  y  ^  country  is  working  so 

great  power  cannot  af fort  side  and  not  on  the  side  of  the 

hard  for  that  accord  though  as^^I  say,^^  difficulties.  It  is  indeed  a  paradox  that  the 

Reagan  administration.  Th  c-ivine  that  tlie  United  States  is  about  to 

U.S.  press  and  bf  • ^icians  are  aiv^ys^saying 

enter  its  so-called  political  year  talk<;  while  at  the  same  time  they're 

creeping  up,  so  let's  conclude  or  ^  propose  forms  that  are  totally 

““  h\*“ ^"edicti^rmy.  of“'th;  nlTe/ oT  mediL-range  missiles;  no.  they 

^atrir'in^Va'd  oflLtroyln/those  h.S  missiles^^^^^^^^^ 

cruise  "ihsiles  -  »'  ^ '^""nham  because  .e  kno.  perfectly  .ell  that  they 

Pershing-2  missiles.  This  is  .  .  caceo  UpI  1  and  so  on  and  so  forth.  And  I 

could  be  reconverted  wUh  t^  th^t  ^the  “main  issues  have  been  settled,  that  the  main 
think  that  despite  the  fa  Hnnhlp  zero'  zero  medium-range  missiles 

accord  exists,  that  .e  h^ve  agreement  on  the  double  aero.  these  frills  and 

in  Europe  and  aero  operational  and  tac^al  the  past  1  and  1/2 

fringes  that  the  Americans  have  been  attaching  to  the  accoras  o 

months  do,  1  think,  give  grounds  for  concern. 
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IShishliii]  I'd  like  to  say  a  word  or  two  in  connection  with  this.  In  U.S. 
publications  I've  come  across  the  information,  citing  Rowney,  the  President's  special 
representative  for  arms  limitation  —  his  evaluation  of  the  state  of  play  in  Geneva  is 
that  there  is  a  130-page  document  on  the  table. 

ll.evin]  Yes. 

IShishlinl  Well,  it  may  be  a  joint  document,  but  not  a  single  page  has  been  agreed, 
what  you've  just  said  strikes  me  as  very  true,  I  agree  absolutely:  that  the  main 
accords  really  have  been  achieved.  Therefore  it  would  be  wrong  to  say  that  in  that 
130-page  document  not  one  passage  has  been  finalized,  that  there's  not  a  single  passage 
that  can  be  considered  a  common  text.  But  there  are  indeed  a  great  many  reservations 
and  encumbrances  still  getting  in  the  way  of  drawing  up  a  unified  document.  And  here, 
of  course,  the  time  is  evidently  coming  when  the  Soviet-U.S.  dialogue  should  be 
included  —  or  rather,  transferred  —  to  a  higher  level  than  Geneva;  say,  to  the 
foreign  minister  level;  and  it  looks  as  if  that  need  actually  will  lead  to  a  meeting 
between  the  Soviet  foreign  minister.  Comrade  Shevardnadze,  and  U.S.  Secretary  of  State 
Shultz . 

In  other  words  the  way  the  Geneva  talks  are  going  does  arouse  a  certain  vigilance  at 
Llie  present  time. 


A  month  ago  it  was  possible  to  be  a  little  optimistic  about  prospects  of  working  out  a 
compromise,  but  now  there's  slightly  less  optimism  because  a  certain  time  limit  is 
making  itself  felt,  and  because  of  the  slow  pace  that  the  U.S.  attitude  has  imparted, 
in  effect,  to  the  progress  of  the  Geneva  dialogue. 

[Zhurkinl  You  know,  it  seems  to  me  there's  even  an  element  of  tragedy,  politically,  in 
the  wliole  situation.  The  main  elements  of  a  real  major  disarmament  agreement  really 
have  been  agreed  on,  and  this  ought  really  to  lead  to  the  destruction  of  a  large  number 
of  very  effective  weapons  of  nuclear  combat  on  both  sides.  And  then  into  this  element, 
this  system  of  trivia  —  which  probably  aren't  such  trivia  at  all,  since  these  are 
attempts  to  gain,  now  in  one  place,  now  in  another,  unilateral  concessions  from  the 
Soviet  Union,  and  the  Soviet  position  is  clear:  The  Soviet  Union  makes  compromises, 
makes  far-reaching  compromises,  but  will  never  make  one-sided  concessions.  [sentence 
as  heard]  And  in  this  situation,  I  think  matters  are  indeed  very  worrying. 

[Levin]  I  get  the  impression,  you  know,  that  the  very  principle  of  the  double  zero  is 
being  undermined.  Listeners  already  know  —  we've  talked  a  lot  about  this,  and  there 
have  been  quite  a  few  reports  about  it  in  the  press  —  that  West  Germany  is 
persistently  trying  to  retain  in  its  possession  the  Pershing-IA  missiles,  while  the 
United  States  is  undertaking  an  obligation,  or  rather,  confirming  its  obligation,  to 
supply  nuclear  warheads  for  them  and  saying  this  is  not  the  subject  of  the  talks, 
though  the  U.S.  position  is  devoid  of  all  logic.  The  other  day  I  even  read  the  thesis 
that  these  are  not  the  weapons  of  the  great  powers,  because  the  launching  facilities 
for  the  Pershing-lA's  are  in  the  hands  of  the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany,  but  they  are 
not  the  weapons  of  third  countries  either,  because  the  nuclear  warheads  are  in  the 
possession  of  the  United  States. 

[Zhnrkin]  I  suppose  they  belong  to  the  Martians,  then. 
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[Levin]  That's  precisely  the  point.  A  paradoxical  situation  is  arising.  And  side  by 
side  with  that,  the  issues  surrounding  the  modernization  of  the  Pershing-IA  missiles 
are,  quite  simply,  being  inflated.  And  incidentally,  Vitaliy  Vladimirovich,  you 
mentioned  the  plans  to  convert  Pershing-2  missiles  into  shor ter-range  missiles. 
Already  there  are  plans  to  give  this  missile  a  new  name,  Pershing-IB,  and  to  offer  it 
as  a  substitute  for  those  Pershing-IA ' s .  The  Bundeswehr  currently  has  72  missiles,  and 
those  72  missiles  will  be  kept.  Kohl  says;  No,  we  shall  insist  categorically  that  the 
U.S.  warheads  for  these  missiles  should  be  kept,  that  they  should  be  on  hand,  so  to 
speak.  The  Americans  themselves  say  this  —  also  a  completely  incomprehensible  thesis 

_  we  are  talking,  they  claim,  about  zero  for  medium-range  missiles  and  operational  and 

tactical  missiles,  by  which  we  understand  missiles  with  a  range  from^  500  to  1,000 
kilometers;  but  Pershing-IA,  they  say,  is  a  missile  of  a  completely  dif ferent^class , 
and  there. can  be  no  discussion  of  it.  Pardon  me,  but  its  range  comes  precisely  between 

500  and  1,000. . . . 

[Zhurkin,  interrupting]  Seven  hundred,  700  kilometers,  700  to  750  kilometers.... 

[Levin,  interrupting]  And  that  is  a  very,  very  alarming  feature.  By  the  way. 
Chancellor  Kohl  stated  again  in  the  last  few  days  that  the  degree  of  trust  in  the 

Soviet  leadership  will  depend  to  a  significant  extent  on  the  Kremlin's  response  to  the 

U.S.  proposal  on  the  two  zero  options,  into  which  Kohl  himself  tried  to  insert  a  number 
of  additional  elements  aggravating  this  accord  and  impeding  it. 

[Zhurkin]  Viktor  Nikolayevich,  in  Chancellor  Kohl’s  place,  if  I  may  be  allowed,^  I 

should  be  more  worried  about  what  trust  would  be  placed  in  me  on  the  part  of  the  Soviet 

Union. 


(TPvinl  It  seems  from  the  position  which  the  FRG  occupies  on  this  issue.  By  the  way, 
S  Social  D^nocrats  in  particular  SPD  Chairman  Vogel,  has  said  correctly,^!  be  leve 
t  at  Bonn's  stubbon  position  on  the  matter  of  the  attempt  to  keep  these  Pershing- lA 
SalLs  ral^f  the  question  of  whothor  Bonn  is  seeking  to  possess  nuclenr  ams.  And 
this  question,  by  the  way,  is  very  pertinent,  wholly  pertinent. 

[sni.shlinl  Yes  but  all  the  sa«,  ^“"''^rhe^ 

of  position  has  Xubj: 

general,  to  a  certain  degree,  on  a  recognition  of  the  necessity  of  going 


[Zhurkin]  Definitely,  definitely. 

[Levin]  Quite  right.  But  what’s  going  to  be  the  second  zero  if 
have  72  missiles  possessing  U.S.  nuclear  warheads? 


the  FRG  is  going  to 


fShishlin]  But,  you  know,  this  is  an  issue  which  is  currently  the  subject  of 
^  .  j  T  n-i-inif  it  is  correct  here  to  talk,  of  course,  of  the 

negotiations,  an  absurdity,  of  the  West  Germans'  position.  But  it  is  not  the  only 

unacceptability,  tne  aosuraii-y,  ul  uuc  n  r  t-hat  the  Soviet 

Br  tain  and  France,  and  decided  to  talk  to  the  United  States  about  Soviet  missiles  and 
U  S  missiles-  and  we  do  not  want  to  talk  about  West  German  Pershing-lA  missiles,  but 
we  want  to  talk,  and  are  talking,  about  the  U.S.  nuclear  warheads^ on  those  missiles. 

That's  the  problem  here. 
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[Levin]  Well  now,  there  is  another  motive  which  is  appearing  in  the  West  now.  I  think 
that  it  merits  attention  because  of  the  fact  that  it  explains  their  delaying  tactics. 

In  this  connection,  if  you  like,  the  British  newspaper  THE  TIMES  has  expressed  itself 
the  most  frankly.  It  has  written  that  what  happens  after  the  conclusion  of  a  treaty  on 
medium-range  [promezhutochnoy  dalnosti]  nuclear  forces  will  demonstrate  whether  the 
United  States  and  its  allies  are  sufficiently  strong  and  vigilant  to  withstand 
Gorbachev's  next  siege.  This  is  a  very  interesting  point.  Everybody  understands  full 
well  ttiat  we  —  by  which  I  mean  the  whole  of  mankind  —  are  now  on  ttie  threshold  of  an 
extremely  important  decision:  We  are  talking  about  the  elimination  of  a  whole  class  of 
nuclear  arms,  and  there  has  not  been  anything  like  it  before;  it  is  an  unprecedented 
step,  a  step  which  can  bring  with  it  and  definitely  must  bring  with  it  new  decisions, 
even  bolder  and  more  far-reaching  ones.  And  yet  the  impression  is  forming  that  in  the 
West  —  I  don't  want  to  say  everybody  —  but  many  people  are  not  prepared  for  this.  It 
is  a  very  serious  element,  and  it  is  this  which  explains  the  delaying  tactics  which  we 
are  coming  up  against  in  Geneva. 

[Zhurkin]  The  situation  is  complicated,  and  the  situation  might  resolve  itself 
negatively,  but,  all  the  same,  there  are  real,  serious  grounds  for  counting  on  a 
positive  solution  an  seeking  to  achieve  it. 

[Shishliri]  Of  course.  Vitaliy  Vladimirovich,  I  don't  know  how  you  will  assess  these 
situations,  but  I  feel  that  in  general,  all  the  same,  inflation  of  tension  in 
international  relations  is  not  now  occurring;  the  influence  of  the  Soviet  initiatives 
over  the  last  2  years  is  having  an  effect. 

tZhurkin]  Moreover,  Nikolay  Vladimirovich:  Of  course,  we  all  want  the  situation  to  be 
better,  and  sometimes  it  happens  that  we  are  in  a  hurry  to  claim  that  what  we  desire  is 
really  there.  Altogether,  this  positive  influence  of  our  initiatives,  it  often  isn't 
quite  so  simple.  It  passes  both  through  the  deep  strata  of  the  population  and  through 
the  perception  of  our  initiatives  by  right-thinking  circles  in  the  political  elite  of 
this  or  that  Western  state;  it  proceeds  slowly,  and  sometimes  it  takes  a  zig-zag 
route.  For  this  reason,  we  often  cannot  see  such  a  straightforward  positive  process; 
but  if,  taken  as  a  whole,  if  we  put  this  kaleidoscopic  picture  together  in  a  unified 
picture,  then  of  course,  taken  as  a  whole,  it  is  an  undoubted  influence.  So,  we  can 
see  indeed  that,  under  the  influence  of  the  Soviet  peace  initiatives,  the  situation  has 
improved .... 

[Shishlin;  interrupting]  Yes... 

[Zhurkin,  interrupting]  As  a  whole,  in  the  last  2  years. 


[Levin]  Today,  the  development  of  international  relations  is  of  course  complicated, 
but  indeed  there  always  will  be  some  kind  of  complication.  Things  are  never  simple. 
Returning  to  the  point  where  we  began  and  to  the  fact  that  our  peace-loving  policy  was 
reaffirmed  once  again  most  vividly  and  convincingly  in  the  decisions  of  tlie  CPSU 
Central  Committee  Plenum,  I  think  that  we  should  also  mention  the  International 
Democratic  Federation  of  Women  that  has  been  under  way  this  week  in  Moscow.  After  all, 
it  showed  vividly  and  convincingly  that  the  forces  of  peace  are  developing  their 
potential  and  that  this  potential  is  developing  fully  under  the  beneficial  influence  of 
the  enterprising  and  constructive  foreign  policy  of  the  Soviet  Union.  This  is 
happening  to  a  great  extent  under  the  influence  of  these  initiatives.  After  all  we 
have  given  impetus,  if  you  like,  to  mankind's  hopes  that  international  problems  will  be 
resolved.  Our  policy  provides  the  answer  to  fundamental  questions. 
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Indeed,  let  us  recall  the  deeds  that  have  been  carried  out  by  the  Soviet  Union  in  the 
past  2  years.  Silence  reigned  over  Soviet  nuclear  test-ranges  for  1  and  1/2  years ,  and 
it  would  have  continued  if  the  United  States  had  joined  in  our  moratorium.  Indeed  we 
opened  the  way  to  an  accord  on  eliminating  medium-range  and  operational  and  tactical 
missiles.  They  were  our  specific  proposals,  though  they  took  account  of  the  Western 
positions.  We  have  done  this  with  the  sincere  intention  of  getting  the  matter  moving 
Ld  beginning  a  real  process.  We  have  ceased  the  production  of  chemical  weapons.  We 
have  already  ceased  their  production,  although  there  is  still  no  accord  on  eliminating 
chemical  weapons.  The  United  States  is  responding  to  this  with  attempts  to  create 
binary  weapons,  that  is  to  say,  a  circumvention  maneuver.  It  is  this  initiating  and 
concrete  character  of  Soviet  foreign  policy  that  is  winning  hearts  and  minds.  This  is 
also  incidentally  a  factor  which  is  having  a  definite  effect  —  and  cannot  fail  to  have 
an  effect,  on  the  U.S.  position  and  the  position  of  other  Western  states.  At  a 
difficult  and  complex  time  all  this  provides  us  with  definite  hopes,  and  we  look  to  e 
future  with  this  hope. 


[Shishlin]  I  think  that  we  can  even  say,  with  greater  hopes, 
entitled  to  say  that  a  certain  amount  has  already  been  achieved. 


I  think  that  we  are 


The  moral  psychological  and  political  prerequisites  have  been  created  for  a 
that  we  have  chosen  —  the  road  to  a  nuclear-free  and  nonviolent  world. 

[Levin]  This  is  our  principled  proposal  and  it  will  remain  in  force.  We  are 
struggling  for  this  and  we  shall  continue  to  do  so. 

The  time  for  our  program  has  now  elapsed.  Thank  you,  esteemed  listeners,  for  your 
attention.  All  the  best  to  you! 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


TASS  REPORTS  WHITE  HOUSE  BRIEFING  ON  CONVERTING  PERSHING-II' S 
LD010809  Moscow  TASS  in  English  0640  GMT  1  Jul  87 

[Text]  Washington  July  1  TASS  —  A  TASS  correspondent,  at  a  briefing  at  the  White  House 
Tuesday,  asked  Marlin  Fitzwater,  assistant  to  the  President  for  press  relations,  to 
explain  the  stand  of  the  White  House  with  regard  to  a  statement  made  by  Maynard 
Glittman,  a  member  of  the  U.S.  delegation  at  the  Geneva  Soviet-U.S.  talks  on  nuclear 
weapons  in  Europe. 

Glittman  said  that  the  administration  was  considering  conversion  of  the  U.S.  Pershing  2 
medium-range  missiles  in  'Western  Europe,  which  are  to  be  eliminated  in  case  the  Soviet 
Union  and  the  United  States  reach  agreement,  into  Pershing  IB  theatre  missiles  and 
their  possible  transfer  to  West  Germany. 

On  Monday,  referring  to  the  possibility  of  reaching  agreement  on  the  elimination  of 
missiles  in  Europe,  President  Reagan  suggested  that  he  saw  the  light  at  the  end  of  the 
tunnel.  But  if  the  Pershing  2's  are  really  converted  and  transferred  to  West  Germany, 
what  remains  to  be  done  for  the  Soviet  Union?  Also  convert  its  SS-20's  and  transfer 
them  to  some  of  its  allies?  What  kind  of  a  "zero  option"  can  one  speak  about,  then? 

The  White  House  spokesman  evaded  the  question.  He  only  referred  to  Glittman 's 
statement  and  a  rather  vague  statement  on  the  issue  made  by  a  State  Department 
spokesman  last  Thursday. 

The  reporters  who  attended  the  briefing  booed  Fitzwater 's  answer. 

/9738 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


USSR:  NATO  MILITARY  PLANNING  SESSION  ON  INF.  DETERRENCE 

Weinberger  Speech 

LD260830  Moscow  TASS  in  English  0749  GMT  26  May  87 

[Text]  Brussels,  26  May  (TASS) — U.S.  Secretary  of  Defense  Caspar  Weinberger, 
who  arrived  in  Brussels  to  attend  NATO's  military  planning  committee  session 
opening  here  today,  made  a  speech  about  NATO's  future  strategy  at  Royal  Defence 
College  Monday  night. 

The  keynote  of  his  remarks  was  that  nuclear  weapons  had  been  and  would  remain 
the  key  element  of  the  military  strategy  of  NATO  and  that  Washington  did  not 
intend  to  give  up  NATO's  policy  of  "nuclear  deterrence." 

He  said  Western  Europe  should  not  be  afraid  of  the  elimination  of  nuclear 
weapons  in  the  event  of  the  conclusion  of  a  Soviet-U.S.  agreement  on  medium- 
range  missiles  since  "the  vast  majority  of  NATO  nuclear  [word  indistinct] 
would  remain  unaffected  by  an  INF  deal",  and  that  fears  of  "denuclearization" 
were  exaggerated. 

"With  some  4,000  nuclear  weapons  consisting  of  those  carried  on  nuclear-armed 
aircraft  and  submarines  and  ground—  and  sea-based  tactical  nuclear  weapons, 
Europe  would  hardly  be  denuclearized",  the  Pentagon  chief  assured  the  allies. 

Having  thus  reassured  the  allies,  the  U.S.  secretary  of  defense  immediately 
demanded  that  they  make  new  'financial  efforts'  for  the  conventional  arms 
race,  as  a  pretext  he  put  forward  a  thesis  about  the  'need  to  modernize’  this 
type  of  weapons. 

In  order  to  Justify  his  demand,  Weinberger  again  resorted  to  the  hackneyed 
myth  about  a  "Soviet  threat." 

'Erroneously  Equates  Security,  Deterrence* 

Moscow  APN  DAILY  REVIEW  in  English  29  May  87  pp  1-4 

[Article  by  APN  political  analyst  Enver  Mamedov:  "How  To  Avert  the  Nuclear 
Threat?  To  Approaches"] 
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[Text]  This  question  is  of  equal  concern  to  the  Warsaw  Treaty  and  NATO 
countries.  It  also  directly  affects  the  vital  interests  of  the  people  in  all 
continents.  An  explosion  of  the  European  powder  keg  or,  more  precisely,  the 
world's  largest  stockpile  of  the  most  sophisticated  types  of  weaponry  will 
be  perilous  for  the  entire  planet. 

But  how  is  war  threat  to  be  averted?  How  are  we  to  safeguard  peace  and 
security?  There  are  two  different  approaches.  One  bets  on  a  nuclear  and 
conventional  arms  race,  erroneously  equating  security  and  deterrence,  primarily 
with  the  aid  of  nuclear  weapons  capable  of  destroying  all  humanity.  This  is 
the  position  of  the  NATO  leaders.  Fundamentally  different  is  the  approach  of 
the  Warsaw  Treaty  countries— security  for  all  through  advancement  to  a  nuclear- 
free  and  non-violent  world. 

A  two-day  session  of  the  influential  NATO  military  planning  committee  has  just 
ended  in  Brussels.  Its  primary  and  major  agenda  item  was  an  energetic  buildup 
of  conventional  arms.  The  committee's  chairman.  West  German  General  Wolfgang 
Altenburg  declared  that  the  NATO  war  ministers  "have  agreed  to  expanding 
efforts  in  this  direction."  Military  spending  for  these  purposes  will  increase 
sharply.  The  explanation  is  absolutely  groundless:  they  refer  to  a  possible 
elimination  of  a  part  of  the  nuclear  armouries  in  Europe  and  the  far-fetched 
thesis  that  NATO  "still  has  not  achieved  the  required  level  in  conventional 
arms." 

The  West  German  general  at  the  same  time  stressed  that  NATO  is  not  going  to 
give  up  the  strategy  of  "nuclear  containment"  and  that  he  does  not  rule  out  "an 
early  use  of  nuclear  weapons  should  an  amed  conflict  break  out." 

What  is  the  meaning  of  all  this?  Reluctantly  the  NATO  statesmen  accepted 
the  Soviet  proposed  cardinal  decision  to  scrap  Soviet  and  American  medium- 
range  missiles  in  Europe.  But  as  soon  as  they  did  so,  they  began  to  put 
forward  a  stream  of  reservations  and  far-fetched  objections.  What  about 
Soviet  shorter  range  missiles,  a  class  of  weapons  of  which  the  USA  has  none 
in  Europe,  they  asked?  The  USSR  made  a  concession  by  agreeing  to  scrap  this 
category  of'  arms  too.  Then  the  West  started  doubting  the  need  for  each  side's 
still  keeping  100  warheads  on  medium-range  missiles  each,  in  the  Asian  part  of 
the  USSR  and  in  the  USA.  The  Soviet  side  replied  that  the  issue  can  also 
be  settled.  So  what?  The  NATO  leaders  are  still  dragging  their  feet  on  this 
point  and  creating  artificial  barriers  in  the  way  of  a  solution  which  they 
themselves  have  actually  suggested. 

The  USSR  is  legitimately  asking  whether  it  is  not  time  to  stop  fooling  Western 
public  opinion  and  sign  a  treaty  to  abolish  medium-range  missiles  already  this 
year.  No,  the  NATO  leaders  can  in  no  way  reconcile  themselves  to  the  thought 
of  embarking  on  a  concrete  process  of  the  elimination  of  nuclear  weapons, 
first  in  Europe  and  then  in  other  regions  as  well.  It  is  to  be  recalled  that 
all  these  decisions  so  far  do  not  affect  British  and  French  nuclear  weapons. 
Plainly  speaking,  this  is  one  more  step  towards  the  West. 
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And  what  about  conventional  arms?  In  Brussels  the  NATO  military  leaders 
decided  to  increase  the  "conventional  arms"  of  NATO.  This  is  an  act  un¬ 
precedented  in  the  history  of  East-West  relations.  For  even  a  year  ago,  con¬ 
sidering  the  feigned  or  perhaps  sincere  concern  of  the  NATO  strategists  over 
the  Warsaw  Treaty  superiority  in  armed  forces  and  conventional  arms,  and  anxious 
to  reduce  to  a  minimum  all  the  types  of  weaponry,  the  Warsaw  Treaty  countries 
submitted  to  NATO  a  detailed  plan  for  cuts  in  the  troops  and  conventional  arms 
in  Europe  from  the  Atlantic  to  the  Urals.  And,  something  scandalous  happens. 
Without  starting  discussion  of  this  plan,  without  making  any  counterproposals 
or  amendments,  that  is,  without  beginning  negotiations  on  the  question 
which  NATO  reckons  to  be  vital,  the  NATO  military  leaders,  having  not  even 
examined  seriously  the  proposals  of  the  Warsaw  Treaty  countries  on  a  drastic 
cut  in  conventional  arms  (and  this,  to  judge  by  NATO  statements,  is  one  of  the 
main  stumbling  blocks  on  the  road  to  a  nuclear  disarmament  of  Europe)  take  in 
Brussels  a  decision  to  strengthen  and  build— up  the  conventional  arms  in  every 
way  and  to  make  them  approximately  as  deadly  as  nuclear  weapons. 

Some  NATO  members  agree  to  start  negotiating  on  tactical  nuclear  weapons.  In 
their  majority,  these  are  "dual-purpose"  weapons.  For  example,  NATO's 
large-caliber  howitzers  can  fire  both  nuclear  and  conventional  shells.  What 
is  to  be  done  here?  Once  again  the  Soviet  Union  is  willing  to  make  a  step 
forward  and  Include  these  weapons  into  the  discussion  of  the  conventional  arms 
package. 

But  the  Warsaw  Treaty  peace  Initiatives  are  not  limited  to  this.  They  include 
the  proposal  by  Romania  and  Bulgaria  on  nonstationing  nuclear  and  chemical 
weapons  in  the  Balkans.  A  few  days  ago  Poland  brought  forward  a  coherent  and 
practical  plan  for  arms  cuts  and  confidence  building  in  Central  Europe. 
Czechoslovakia  and  the  German  Democratic  Republic  propose  that  a  nuclear-free 
corridor  should  be  set  up  in  Central  Europe. 

Yet  NATO  continues  to  be  unresponsive.  Not  to  a  single  peace  Initiative  of  the 
other  side  has  NATO  given  a  constructive  reply  yet. 

But  this  does  not  dismay  the  USSR  and  other  socialist  states. 

We  would  like  to  believe,  said  Mikhail  Gorbachev  on  the  eve  of  the  Warsaw 
Treaty  States’  Political  Consultative  Co»nittee  meeting  in  Berlin,  that  at 
this  very  crucial  moment  NATO  in  adopting  final  decisions  will  guide  itself, 
at  last,  by  the  principles  of  good  will  and  political  realism.  The  coming 
days  and  weeks  will  once  again  show  who  is  for  a  nuclear  and  who  ii  for  a 
nuclear-free  world.  On  the  top  of  the  agenda,  naturally,  is  the  question  of 
liquidating  medium-range  missiles  in  Europe. 

(ANP,  May  28.  In  full.) 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


SOVIET  COLONEL:  NATO  SEEKING  'WAYS  AROUND*  EUROMISSILE  ACCORD 

PM150909  Moscow  KRASNAYA  ZVEZDA  in  Russian  11  Jun  87  First  Edition  p  3 

[Lieutenant  Colonel  Yu.  Soldatenko  article  under  the  rubric  "International 
Notes":  "Looking  For  ’Loopholes*"] 

[Text]  The  USSR’s  proposals  to  eliminate  several  classes  of  Soviet  and  American 
nuclear  missiles  in  Europe  are  meeting  with  a  growing  response  and  increasing 
support  with  every  passing  day.  This  is  natural.  Let  us  remind  ourselves  that 
if  these  proposals  are  accepted  the  European  continent  could  be  rid  of  many 
hundreds  of  missiles  and  their  nuclear  charges  in  the  near  future.  They  would 
include  380  American  medium-range  missiles  (108  Pershing-2  and  272  cruise 
missiles)  and  355  Soviet  medium-range  missiles  (243  SS-20's  and  112  SS-4*s), 
and  also  operational  and  tactical  missiles.  In  other  words,  a  considerable 
proportion  of  Soviet  and  American  nuclear  charges,  the  detonation  of  even  the 
smallest  of  which  would  be  comparable  to  approximately  three  Chernobyl 
tragedies  in  terms  of  strength  of  radiation,  would  be  destroyed. 

But  the  possibility  of  beginning  the  real  process  of  demilitarizing  Europe  is 
not  at  all  to  the  liking  of  some  forces  in  the  West.  The  paradox  is  that  the 
ruling  circles  of  a  number  of  NATO  countries  are  now  stubbornly  against 
"recognizing"  their  former  proposals  to  remove  Soviet  SS-20  missiles  and 
American  Pershlng-2  and  cruise  missiles  from  Europe.  Because  this  would  mean 
their  public  denial  of  the  idea  of  "the  threat  from  the  USSR," 

However,  right-wing  circles  in  the  United  States  and  other  NATO  countries  are 
evidently  working  on  the  premise  that  they  will  not  succeed  in  wrecking  the 
conclusion  of  a  Sovlet-American  agreement  to  eliminate  medium- range  missiles 
and  operational  and  tactical  missiles  in  Europe.  Consequently,  as  one  West 
European  politician  put  it,  there  is  no  longer  any  point  in  "making  difficulties 
and  playing  the  fool."  "Action"  is  needed,  that  is,  attention  must  be  con¬ 
centrated  on  looking  for  "ways  around"  any  future  agreement  between  the  USSR  and 
the  United  States.  That  is  why  Washington,  Bonn,  and  the  capitals  of  a  number 
of  other  NATO  states  are  dragging  their  heels,  so  to  speak.  They  keep  referring 
to  some  "vitally  important"  need  for  various  consultations  within  the  North 
Atlantic  alliance.  Emissaries  of  various  ranks  are  making  "shuttle"  visits 

from  the  United  States  to  Western  Europe  and  vice  versa  virtually  every  day _ 

supposedly  for  this  reason. 
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From  information  leaked  to  the  Western  press,  it  has  become  clear  that  the  real 
mission  of  these  envoys  is  very  far  from  "coordinating  a  united  stand  between 
the  allies  on  the  elimination  of  USSR  and  U.S.  nuclear  missiles  in  Europe." 

In  actual  fact  they  are  coordinating  discussions  on  a  secret  American  plan  for 
the  nuclear  "arms  upgrading"  of  Europe  in  the  event  of  a  Soviet-American 
agreement  being  concluded  on  medium— range  missiles  and  operational  and  tactical 
missiles  and  looking  for  "legal"  possibilities  to  replace  American  nuclear 
warheads  in  Europe  by  Increasing  the  number  of  British  and  French  warheads. 

According  to  the  plan  drawn  up  on  the  other  side  of  the  ocean,  the  NATO  states 
must  Immediately  combine  their  efforts  to  Improve  the  nuclear  means  left 
untouched  by  a  Soviet-American  accord  on  medium-range  missiles  and  operational 
and  tactical  missiles.  It  is  proposed  in  particular  to  step  up  cooperation 
between  the  United  States  and  Britain  and  France  in  the  modernization  of  their 
nuclear  arms  and  reach  an  agreement  within  NATO  on  the  joint  production  of  some 
classes  of  nuclear  missiles  which  could  be  stationed  in  Western  Europe.  It 
is  Intended  in  this  respect  that,  with  U.S.  "assistance,"  Britain  will  develop 
the  solid-propellant  engine  while  the  FRG  and  France  will  be  responsible  for 
the  electronics.  That  is,  the  production  of  these  missiles  and  consequently 
their  "country  of  origin"  will  be  West  European,  which  will  automatically 
place  these  nuclear  means  outside  any  possible  agreement  on  medium-range 
missiles  and  operational  and  tactical  missiles.  And  American  warheads  with  a 
yield  of  15-20  kilotons  could  be  used  as  the  nuclear  charges  for  these  missiles. 
It  is  therefore  essential  to  "transfer"  these  warheads  to  depots  in  Britain 
and  France  as  quickly  as  possible. 

Moreover,  according  to  the  weekly  DEFENSE  NEWS,  "the  possibility  of  jointly 
developing  and  creating  a  long-range  air-based  nuclear  cruise  missile  is 
being  looked  into"  at  defense  minister  level  in  Britain  and  France  in  order 
to  "fill  the  gaps"  in  NATO's  nuclear  defense  "in  good  time."  NATO  believes 
that  this  would  be  possible  by  "modernizing"  the  already  existing  British 
"Sea  Eagle"  antiship  missile  and  equipping  it  with  an  autonomous  computer 
system  to  ensure  engagement  of  the  targets  by  terrain  contour  matching  [vykhod 
na  tsel  po  profilyu  mestnosti] .  This  innovation  would  make  it  possible  for 
British  "Tornado"  fighter-bombers  to  strike  targets  directly  in  Soviet  territory 
without  entering  the  zone  of  operation  of  the  Warsaw  Pact  countries'  air 
defenses. 

These  and  other  such  plans  eloquently  show  how  the  "hawks”  are  earnestly 
inventing  various  "loopholes"  to  prevent  a  reduction  in  nuclear  arms..  They 
are  seized  with  indescribable  horror  at  the  idea  that  the  disarmament  process, 
which  could  begin  in  Europe  would  eventually  lead  to  all  continents  being  free 
of  mass  destruction  weapons.  That  is  why  those  in  the  capitals  of  some  NATO 
countries  are  looking  for  "ways  around"  the  situation,  trying  to  prevent  at 
all  costs  any  change  in  the  international  climate  and  any  strengthening  of 
people's  belief  in  the  possibility  of  moving  away  from  confrontation  and  toward 
cooperation. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


TASS  ON  NATO  COUNCIL  DECISION  ON  INF,  DETERRENCE 
LD121725  Moscow  TASS  in  English  1627  GMT  12  Jun  87 

[Text]  Moscow  June  12  TASS  —  By  TASS  military  writer  Vladimir  Chernyshev: 

The  North  Atlantic  Council  at  a  session  at  the  level  of  foreign  ministers  has  decided 
to  approve  the  acceptance  of  Soviet  proposals  for  eliminating  American  and  Soviet 
medium-  and  shorter-range  missiles  in  Europe. 

This  decision  seems  to  show  that  NATO  has  succeeded  in  overcoming  the  nervousness 
generated  by  the  real  prospect  of  achieving  a  first  agreement  on  nuclear  arms 
reduction,  the  possibility  of  a  "precedent"  undesirable  for  some.  World  public  opinion 
expresses  the  hope  that  the  Geneva  talks  on  [words  indistinct]  now  have  a  chance  to 
advance  to  the  finishing  straight. 

For  the  first  time  since  the  emergence  of  nuclear  weapons  an  extremely  important  step 
can  be  made  along  the  difficult  but  the  only  sensible  [words  indistinct]  mankind  can 
take  towards  a  safe  world. 

The  strategy  of  further  (?steps)  elaborated  at  the  session  is  disquieting,  however. 

Confirmation  of  NATO's  commitment  to  the  policy  of  "nuclear  deterrence",  "limitation" 
of  cuts  in  strategic  offensive  forces  only  to  50  per  cent  and  reductions  in  nuclear 
systems  with  the  range  of  less  than  500  kilometres  only  down  to  "equal  ceilings"  attest 
to  the  aspiration  to  preserve  nuclear  arsenals. 

All  this  also  attests  to  the  desire  to  hold  on  to  the  dangerous  tool,  the  old 
position-of-strength  policy  and  outdated  stereotypes  in  East-West  relations. 

One  is  surprised  to  learn  that  documents  adopted  at  the  session  totally  ignore  the 
relationship  between  stratgic  offensive  and  strategic  defensive  weapons. 

Advancing  as  a  long-term  objective  a  50-per  cent  reduction  in  the  offensive  forces,  the 
NATO  foreign  ministers  do  not  mention  the  Strategic  Defence  Initiative  although  it  must 
be  perfectly  clear  to  them  that  without  strengthening  the  ABM  Treaty  the  long-term 
objective  will  remain  nierely  a  good  intention. 

NATO  reiterated  the  need  for  eliminating  the  ailleged  disbalance  (?of)  conventional  arms 
and  armed  forces  in  Europe  despite  the  fact  that  the  myth  of  the  Warsaw  Treaty's 
superiority  has  been  repeatedly  dispelled  even  in  NATO  countries  at  various  levels. 
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The  lo„g-ter.  progran»e  .orked  out  by  the  NATO  »lnlters  is,  thus,  largely  unrealizable. 

“"ffae^iLtr^'t^e  aL'^'o^^ibffuT) 

of  nuclear  disarmament,  providing  there  is  political  wil  . 

,  ^  fipld  of  East-West  relations,  a  major 

That  would  be  a  truly  historic  change  in  ^ru<!t  a  significant  achievement 

contribution  by  both  sides  to  strengthening  ’gituation  in  Europe  and  the 

from  the  viewpoint  of  normalizing  the  military-political  situation 

world  at  large. 

What  is  particularly  important,  there  would  J°f®ie'g^^'^„hile  relapses  of  the 

-Ste^/rdro^^tLn\tg  Wd  torn;S?^tj/t  jT  if^ested  ever  rarely. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


PRAVDA  VIEWS  U.S.,  NATO  LINE  ON  EUROMISSILES 
PM221450  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  21  Jun  87  Second  Edition  p  4 
["International  Review"  by  Yuriy  Zhukov] 

[Text]  The  past  week  was  not  marked  by  any  major  sensational  events  on  the 
international  scale.  For  hundreds  of  millions  of  people  it  was  rather  a  week  of 
reflections,  hopes,  and  expectations  aroused  by  the  new  features  which  have  emerged  in 
the  world  arena  thanks  to  the  tireless  efforts  of  the  USSR,  the  fraternal  socialist 
countries,  and  all  progressive  forces  in  the  struggle  for  arms  reduction  and  the 
normalization  of  international  relations. 

The  facts  are  clear. 

The  unceasing  growth  of  international  tension  which  was  characteristic  of  the  first 
half  of  the  eighties  has  been  stopped; 

The  socialist  countries'  initiatives  aimed  at  ending  the  arms  race  are  at  the  center  of 
world  politics  —  they  are  being  discussed  animatedly  everywhere,  the  political 
struggle  over  them  is  widening,  and  they  are  meeting  with  ever  greater  support  from 
world  social  forces; 

Real  preconditions  have  been  created  for  achieving  accords  on  arms  reduction. 

In  the  course  of  the  meeting  between  M.S.  Gorbachev,  general  secretary  of  the  CPSU 
Central  Committee,  and  J.  Batmonh,  general  secretary  of  the  MPRP  Central  Committee  and 
chairman  of  the  Mongolian  People's  Great  Rural  Presidium,  last  Monday,  emphasis  was 
placed  on  the  importance  of  further  stepping  up  the  efforts  of  the  socialist  countries 
and  of  all  states  —  big  and  small  —  to  strengthen  peace  and  the  peoples'  security, 
[paragraph  continues] 

The  official  friendly  visits  by  our  Foreign  Minister  E.A.  Shevardnadze  to  Bulgaria, 
Hungary,  and  Yugoslavia  were  also  devoted  to  this  goal. 

The  GDR  and  Czechoslovakia  this  week  renewed  their  efforts  in  the  struggle  for  the 
creation  of  a  nuclear-free  corridor  which  would,  so  to  speak,  divide  the  armed  forces 
of  the  NATO  countries  and  the  Warsaw  Pact  which  confront  each  other  in  Europe. 
Bulgaria  and  Romania  are  stepping  up  the  struggle  for  the  creation  of  a  zone  free  from 
nuclear  and  chemical  weapons  in  that  part  of  Europe.  Great  significance  is  attached  to 
Poland's  comprehensive  plan  for  arms  reduction  and  confidence  building  in  central 
Europe. 
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All  the  same  it  would  be  highly  imprudent  to  count  on  everything  now  proceeding 

slLully.  o„ly  people  can  PhinP  chat  ate  ,;;r  a^o  ‘’°o“spe"aT  Ite^E 

o„r  partneta  in  the  talka  -ho  are  ‘I™?®  “tere  has  yet  to  be  a  gennlne 

an<l  complex  »orl  still  lies  ahead.  Alter  “U  "  j  '  i„ 

breakthrough  in  International  relations  "r"f  the  sociaUsr  countrlL  and  all 

into  practice. 

The  News  From  Geneva  [subhead] 

hast  Monday  the  h.S  delesation  ^  a„^^  P-siL^i 

'‘th‘;‘Si“r  pr;otls  rhe'.rbiraet\rti:«'  »  .edU^-range  and 

:;eraUori  and  tactical  Jsslles  were  at  last  taken  into  account  as  a  whole. 

A  •  1,  ao  lonp-  aeo  as  28  February  the  USSR,  seeking  the  speediest  attainment  of 

As  IS  known,  ^  resolution  of  the  question  of  eliminating  medium-range 

’les  li  Europe  separately  from  the  resolution  of  the  whole  package  of  questions  on 
eUmi'natr^o'f^ruclear  'weapons  and  the  preyention  of  the 
On  lA  April  this  plan  of  action  was  supplemented  by  P  P 

elimination  of  operational  and  tactical  missiles. 

The  united  States  and  its  hUi"! ““-‘“'musfb'rstin  rh^t  I't  °p;:tnfr: 
^c^L^^T  "hr  pt7e”nt^rs.rTo  very  substantial 

reservations . 

PgAVUA  has  already  written  of  ho.  in 

touch-  the  U.S  warheads  .  U.s!  spokesman  state  that  the 

““i‘;Hon“o°f“the  quesr  of  "third  countries"  arms  cannot  be  part  of  a  Soyiet-U.S. 
irree^r  But  «n  u!s.  nuclear  warheads  really  be  regarded  as  the  property  of  a 
"third  country,"  that  is,  the  FRG? 

is  not  this  proposition  -  tr  rreive"t‘h'e:e"  raprr“n““ 

:'drrSr«s"pledg=d'n:t'to  Sfer  the.  to  anyone,  including  the  EkCl 

1  hu  1  ihp  attemnt  to  keep  72  U.S.  nuclear  warheads  on  FRG  territory  goes 
fgai'nstuJbaTic  idea_  of  eliminating  all  Soviet  and  U.S.  medium-range  and  operational 
and  tactical  missiles  in  Europe? 

Add  to  this  the  f.nct  that  as  h^ 

;i;f  £r'Sd  tSfSt^" 

as  easy  to  restore  that  stage  to  the  missile  and  turn  it  into  a  Pershing  . 

T  hi  n  United  States  has  still  not  renounced  its  equally  unacceptable  claim  for 
ti;:  f^lilse  mi'uL  slttd  in  the  FRG,  Britain,  Italy,  and  Belgium  also  not  to  be 
dismantled,  but  only  to  be  relocated  from  the  land  onto  warships. 
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I  liavG  reminded  you  of  these  details,  which  readers  sometimes  lose  sight  of ,  to  show 
how  much  work  still  has  to  be  done  by  the  participants  in  the  Geneva  talks  in  order 
finally  to  agree  on  the  text  of  a  treaty  on  the  elimination  of  medium-range  and 
operational  and  tactical  missiles,  although  back  in  April  U.S.  Secretary  of  State 
Shultz  said  that  "agreement  is  an  arm's  length  away." 

The  Soviet  public  wholeheartedly  wishes  success  to  the  talks,  the  progress  of  which  is 
being  watched  with  growing  impatience  by  the  whole  world.  After  all,  the  fate  of  the 
entire  process  of  the  struggle  for  disarmament,  which  has  been  going  on  for  decades,  is 
basically  being  decided  there,  in  Geneva.  In  my  view  the  question  can  be  put 
point-blank: 

Either  it  vrill  be  possible  at  last,  taking  the  unique  opportunity  that  has  become 
available,  to  bring  the  talks  to  a  successful  conclusion,  and  then,  for  the  first  time 
in  all  the  postwar  years,  a  real  reduction  in  nuclear  arms  will  be  carried  out,  which 
will  lead  to  a  kind  of  chain  reaction  —  the  disarmament  process  will  be  accelerated; 

Or  an  agreement  will  not  be  reached,  and  then  there  will  be  no  arms  reduction,  and  the 
entire  process  of  talks  will  be  frozen  for  a  long  time.  Moreover  the  gates  will  be 
opened  for  a  new  round  of  the  arms  race.  Incidentally,  the  Pentagon  makes  no  secret  of 
the  fact  that  this  prospect  appeals  to  it  —  more  and  more  new,  ever  more  lethal  types 
of  arms  are  already  being  publicized  in  the  Western  press.... 

Sensible  people  —  regardless  of  what  political  camp  or  military  bloc  they  belong  to 
reject  this  second  alternative.  Here,  for  instance,  is  what  Italian  Foreign  Minister 
Andreotti  said,  welcoming  the  NATO  Council  decision  to  give  its  consent  to  the  double 
zero  option"  proposed  by  the  Soviet  Union:  "We  are  returning  to  our  senses."  He 
continued,  touching  on  the  polemics  within  the  NATO  bloc  on  this  question,  that  these 
are  disagreements  between  those  who  believe  that  nuclear  deterrence  is  gradually 
disappearing  (although  matters  have  not  yet  gone  as  far  as  the  elimination  of  nuclear 
systems),  and  those  who,  "having  oriented  their  entire  military  doctrine  toward  a 
preponderance  of  nuclear  systems  are,  to  put  it  mildly,  unenthusiastic  about  the  fact 
that  this  process  is  moving  forward." 

The  Italian  minister  apparently  had  a  crystal  ball;  Hardly  had  he  put  forward  this 
assessment,  when  U.S.  General  Rogers,  the  outgoing  commander  of  the  NATO  allied  armed 
forces,  enraged  at  the  possibility  of  an  agreement,  sharply  criticized  the  U.S. 
Administration  for  its  "readiness  to  sign  an  agreement  with  the  Soviet  Union  on 
medium-range  missiles  in  Europe."  He  called  on  the  allies  to  "stop"  and  "reject  (!) 
all  further  proposals  concerning  the  reduction  of  other  types  of  nuclear  weapons  in 
Europe  (I  am  quoting  the  report  in  the  18  June  THE  WASHINGTON  POST).  It  is  curious 
that  the  day  before  yesterday  a  White  House  spokesman  stated  that  President  Reagan  is 
"not  angry"  with  Gen  Rogers  because  of  his  statement. 

Other  Pentagon  "hawks,"  as  well  as  some  of  their  colleagues  in  Western  Europe,  are  now 
speaking  out  in  the  same  spirit  as  Rogers. 

Two  Doctrines  [subhead] 

The  reader  may  well  ask;  Why  is  the  stubborn  reluctance  to  part  with  nuclear  weapons 
still  making  itself  felt  so  strongly  in  the  capitals  of  the  United  States  and  the  NATO 
member  countries?  "What  are  you  afraid  of?"  This  question,  put  to  G.  Shultz  in 
Moscow,  has  remained  unanswered.  People  reasonably  say;  There  are  competent 
politicians  in  Washington  too,  who  cannot  but  know  what  a  nuclear  war  would  mean  for 
the  United  States  itself! 
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People  there  are  hardly  likely  to  be  reassured  by  the  "more  precise  calculations 
published  in  the  United  States  the  other  day  by  the  Federal  Emergency  Managemen 
Apency,  according  to  which,  in  the  event  of  nuclear  war,  the  number  of  immediate  deaths 
in  tlie  United  States  would  be  "only"  112  million,  and  not  156  million,  as  calculated  in 
1957. 

The  U.S.  President  is  fond  of  repeating  that  nuclear  weapons  cannot  be  used,  and 
nuclear  war  should  not  be  waged.  But  in  that  case  what  are  they  for,  these  weapons. 
Why  did  the  U.S.  President's  faithful  ally,  British  Prime  Minister  Thatcher,  state  the 
otlier  day  that  nuclear  weapons  must  be  retained  at  least  until  the  end  of  the  century. 

I  will  permit  myself  to  answer  these  legitimate  questions  thus:  It  is  because  the 
Western  leaders  cannot  renounce  the  doctrine  of  "nuclear  deterrence"  invented  by  their 
predecessors  40  years  ago  and  representing  yesterday's  way  of  thinking.  Yet  it  is  hig i 
time  to  realize  that  the  notorious  "nuclear  deterrence"  is  the  perpetuation  of 
international  tension,  unpredictability  in  politics,  brinkmanship,  and  a  tragi  e, 
unreliable,  ersatz  peace  subject  to  the  destructive  influence  of  fear  arising  from 
mutual  distrust.  It  must  be  added  that  relying  on  "nuclear  deterrence  means  giving 
yourself  up  to  blind  chance  and  becoming  reconciled  to  the  risk  of  nuclear  catastrop  e, 
which  could  occur  not  even  through  ill  intentions,  but  as  a  result  of  a  technical  error. 

Nonetheless  in  Reykjavik  the  NATO  Council  Session  at  ministerial  level  has  just 

reaffirmed  its  fidelity  to  the  doctrine  of  "nuclear  deterrence."  Let  me  quote  their 

communique.  "We  reaffirm  that,  as  we  see  it,  there  is  no  alternative  to  the  concept  of 

the  (Atlantic)  alliance  on  the  prevention  of  war  —  the  strategy  of  deterrence,  base 
on  a  suitable  combination  of  sufficient  and  effective  nuclear  and  conventional  forces, 
each  element  of  which  is  necessary." 

It  must  be  noted  that  the  numbing  influence  of  this  immoral  doctrine,  which  has  long 
been  in  contradiction  not  only  to  the  political,  but  also  to  the  military  technical 
development  of  the  modern  world,  affects  literally  all  the  disarmament  talks  which  have 
gone  on  at  the  most  diverse  forums  over  the  past  week. 

That  is  what  happened,  for  instance,  at  the  Disarmament  Conference  in  Geneva,  where  the 
delegations  of  the  USSR  and  the  fraternal  socialist  countries  put  forward  a  joint 

document,  "Basic  Provisions  of  a  Treaty  on  a  Complete  and  General  Ban  on  Nuclear  Weapon 
Tests  "  The  Western  powers'  representatives  immediately  gave  it  a  hostile  reception. 
But  tile  representatives  of  the  neutral  and  developing  countries,  as  a  counterweight, 
supported  this  new  initiative. 


They  took  a  close  look,  so  to  speak,  at  the  NATO  position  and  saw  behind  it  the  same 
old  doctrine  of  "nuclear  deterrence."  Argentine  President  Alfonsin  stated  resolutely 
that  the  theory  of  "deterrence  through  strength"  is  dangerous  and  that  it  was  and  is 
the  main  cause  of  the  arms  race  in  the  world  and  one  of  the  chief  sources  of  distrust. 

Quite  naturally  people  are  looking  with  increasing  interest  at  the  diametrically 
opposed  doctrine  of  the  Warsaw  Pact  countries,  which  is  based  on  renunciation  of  the 
first  nuclear  strike,  and,  moreover,  renunciation  of  the  use  of  force  for  resolving 
political  differences.  The  USSR  and  the  fraternal  socialist  countries  proceed  on  the 
basis  that  international  relations  between  states  should  be  regulated  not  through  the 
methods  of  military  deterrence,  but  by  powerful  politico-legal  mechanisms  and 
intern.ational  organizations,  as  well  as  by  means  of  bilateral  and  multilateral  talks. 
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Despite  the  continuing  anti-Soviet  propaganda  in  the  West,  the  peoples  can  see  that 
Soviet  foreign  policy  strictly  pursues  this  course.  The  USSR  combines  firmness  in 

upholding  our  principles  and  positions  with  readiness  for  mutually  acceptable 

compromises,  dialogue,  and  mutual  understanding.  This  policy  opens  up  the  path  to  a 
fundamentally  new  phase  in  the  development  of  international  relations,  where  mankind 
will  be  able  to  concentrate  solely  on  resolving  creative  tasks. 

Under  the  influence  of  this  policy,  the  coalition  of  reason  is  growing  stronger.  More 
and  more  people  are  finding  a  common  language,  meeting  at  antiwar  demonstrations  and 

various  forums  and  conferences  to  discuss  vital  questions  of  the  struggle  for  a 

nuclear-free,  nonviolent  world.  Here  is  the  chronicle  of  recent  days; 

On  Thursday,  a  Soviet-U.S,  march,  its  participants  demanding  disarmament,  set  off  from 
Leningrad  for  Moscow. 

In  Bonn,  a  100,000-strong  antiwar  demonstration  took  place. 

In  Paris,  many  tens  of  thousands  of  people,  linking  hands,  formed  a  living  chain  25  km 
long,  symbolically  barring  the  path  to  the  arms  race. 

In  Washington,  demonstrations  were  held  in  front  of  the  White  House  and  were  cruelly 
suppressed  by  police. 

In  West  Berlin,  there  were  mighty  protest  demonstrations  against  the  bellicose  speech 
pronounced  by  the  U.S.  President  at  the  Brandenburg  Gate. 

In  Geneva,  scientists  from  12  countries,  including  all  5  nuclear  powers,  held  a 
fruitful  discussion  of  burning  problems  of  the  struggle  for  a  nuclear-free  world. 

In  Tokyo,  these  same  problems  were  discussed  by  the  participants  in  a  symposium  for  the 
prevention  of  nuclear  war,  representing  supporters  of  peace  and  the  national  liberation 
movement  from  29  countries  and  38  communist  and  workers'  parties. 

In  Moscow,  final  preparations  for  the  World  Congress  of  Women  were  completed.  The 
congress'  slogan  —  "To  the  year  2000  —  without  nuclear  weapons!" 


Will  Washington  heed  these  mighty  voices  of  people  who  are  tired  of  the  arms  race  and 
imperiously  demand  that  the  unique  opportunity  offered  by  the  USSR  and  its  allies  —  to 
l)cgin  the  elimination  of  nuclear  weapons  —  be  taken?  The  coming  summer  weeks  will 
give  the  answer. 

/9738 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


PRAVDA:  NATO  EUROGROUP  SEEKS  'COMPENSATION’  FOR  ZERO  OPTION 
PM251522  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  25  Jun  87  Second  Edition  p  5 
[Vladislav  Drobkov  "Commentator's  Column":  "What  a  Lever..."] 

[Text]  A  session  of  the  so-called  European  programming  group  has  taken  place  in 
Seville. 

Let  me  remind  you  that  this  group,  which  includes  the  defense  ministers  of  13  NATO 
countries,  was  originally  set  up  as  a  kind  of  lever  designed  to  boost  military 
production  in  Western  Europe  and  lessen  its  dependence  on  arms  deliveries  from  the 
United  States.  This  idea  won  the  eager  support  of  the  West  European  weapons 
manufacturers,  who  are  under  pressure  from  competitors  across  the  ocean.  However, 
experience  shows  that  even  now  American  monopolies  confidently  lead  the  Atlantic  market 
for  arms  and  combat  hardware. 

Does  this  mean  that  the  group  has  not  justified  the  hopes  pinned  on  it?  The  answer  to 
this  question  will  depend  on  what  hopes  you  are  talking  about.  If  you  are  talking 
about  the  West  Europeans'  attempt  to  lessen  their  armies'  dependence  on  American  arms , 
the  group  has  nothing  particular  to  boast  about.  But  when  it  comes  to  stepping  up 
militarist  preparations  in  Europe,  the  NATO  programmers  have  done  very  well.  U  is 
clear  from  the  Seville  session  documents  that  some  30  major  programs  are  now  being 
implemented  for  the  joint  development  and  production  of  new  planes,  helicopters, 
missiles,  and  other  combat  hardware.  True,  work  under  these  programs  proceeds  at 
different  speeds  and  is  sometimes  hampered  by  arguments,^  ambition,  and  most  of  a 
»reed  on  the  part  of  the  competitors  from  various  countries.  But  overall  they  are 
already  making  a  weighty  and  sinister  contribution  to  the  buildup  of  the  stockpiles  of 
lethal  weapons  heaped  up  by  the  NATO  on  European  soil. 

One  dangerous  trend  emerged  clearly  in  Seville  —  namely,  the  desire  which  is  gaining 
ground  in  the  bloc  on  the  part  of  certain  circles,  alarmed  at  the  prospect  of  the 
elimination  of  medium-range  nuclear  missiles  in  Europe,  to  win  a  kind  of  compensation. 
They  want  to  "compensate"  for  the  possible  reduction  in  nuclear  arms  by  whipping  up  the 
race  for  conventional  arms  and  strengthening  military  ties  and  cooperation  in  Europe. 
It  is  no  accident  that  it  was  in  Seville  that  the  French  and  West  German  military 
ministers  discussed  the  details  of  knocking  together  a  joint  combat  subunit.  It  was 
there  that  appeals  were  heard  for  a  strengthening  of  "NATO's  European  bulwark,  and 
even  for  the  bloc  to  be  supplemented  by  some  kind  of  new  "European  defense"  system. 
And  the  document  "For  a  Stronger  Europe,"  approved  by  the  ministers,  outlines  concrete 
prospects  for  the  utilization  of  sophisticated  technology  to  create  ever  more 
destructive  arms  and  stimulate  military  industry. 
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The  results  of  the  Seville  session  once  again  testified  to  NATO's  intention,  despite 
the  favorable  prerequisites  which  now  exist  for  lowering  the  levels  of  military 
confrontation  in  Europe,  to  continue  to  follow  the  old  militarist  course.  Using  the 
programming  group  as  a  lever,  the  Atlanticists  seek  not  only  to  hamper  the  process  of 
curbing  the  military  race,  but  to  raise  it  to  a  new,  even  higher  level. 

/9738 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


USSR;  CONTINUED  DISCUSSION  OF  FRG  PERSHING-IA  ISSUE 

Carlucci  Rebutted 

LD121115  Moscow  TASS  International  Service  in  Russian  1505  GMT  11  Jun  87 

[By  TASS  Military  Affairs  Observer  Vladimir  Bogachev] 

[Text]  Moscow,  11  Jun  (TASS) — One  forms  the  impression  that  the  U.S. 
Administration  is  artificially  creating  additional  difficulties  at  the  Euro- 
missile  talks,  attributing  to  the  Soviet  Union,  without  any  grounds  whatsoever, 
a  demand  for  the  destruction  of  the  West  German  Pershing- lA  missiles. 

Trying  to  force  a  door  which  is  already  open,  Frank  Carlucci,  the  U.S.  Presi¬ 
dent's  National  Security  aide,  significantly  repeated  at  a  press  conference  in 
Venice  that  the  West  German  missiles  "cannot  be  the  stibject  of  talks",  although 
no  one  is  insisting  upon  tills.  Mimick.lng  polemics  with  the  Soviet  Union,  the 
representative  of  the  U.S.  Administration  resolutely  proclaimed:  "If  the 
Soviet  side  is  really  striving  for  an  agreement  on  scrapping  medium-range 
missiles  in  Europe  it  should  renounce  its  demand  that  these  missiles  (Pershing- 
lA's)  be  dismantled." 

So,  here  we  have  Carlucci  himself  inventing  a  "demand  by  the  USSR"  and  himself 
speaking  out  against  it.  Such  manipulations  are  in  no  way  the  result  of  the 
President's  aide  being  poorly  informed  about  the  essence  of  the  Soviet  proposals 

As  is  known,  the  Federal  Republic  has  at  its  disposal  72  operational  and  tac¬ 
tical  U. S. -manufactured  Pershing-IA  missiles.  These  missiles  belong  to  the 
dual-purpose  class.  Their  tactlca 1-technlcal  data  permit  both  nuclear  and 
conventional  warheads  to  be  used.  However,  the  FRG  now  has  at  its  disposal 
only  conventional,  non-nuclear  warheads  for  these  missiles. 

Hitherto  the  United  States  has  stored  nuclear  warheads  for  Pershing-IA  missiles 
in  Western  Europe.  The  Pentagon  now  wants  at  all  costs  to  preserve  this 
nuclear  ammunition  even  after  the  agreement  now  being  prepared  is  reached, 
evidently  counting  upon  using  them  when  the  opportunity  presents  Itself  on 
the  delivery  means  of  its  loyal  NATO  partner. 
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With  this  in  mind  the  U.S.  side  is  now  artificially  tying  the  issue  of  its 
nuclear  ammunition,  which  is  really  the  subject  of  the  talks,  into  one 
"package"  with  the  West  German  Pershing  delivery  means,  which  are  not  being 
discussed  in  Geneva. 

U.S.  officials  are  giving  the  impression  that  in  the  Soviet  proposals  there 
exists  a  matter  of  the  weapons  of  a  "third  party,"  Such  a  claim  could  only  be 
correct  in  the  event  of  the  U.S.  nuclear  ammunition  for  the  Pershlngs  being 
handed  over  for  the  disposal  of  the  FRG. 

Bonn's  cictive  support  for  the  U.S.  interpretation  of  the  USSR's  proposal  makes 
one  tliink.  Can  it  mean  that  the  present  FRG  Government  is  hoping  to  use  the 
Soviet-U.S.  talks  on  Euromissiles  to  gain  control  of  nuclear  weapons,  contrary 
to  a  whole  series  of  international  agreements? 

Obukhov  Comments 

LD262029  Moscow  Television  Service  in  Russian  1430  GMT  26  Jun  87 
[Front  the  "Vremya"  newscast] 

[Text]  The  eighth  round  of  the  Soviet-U.S.  talks  on  nuclear  and  space  armaments  has 
been  at  work  in  Geneva  for  2  months. 

[Correspondent  V.  Dmitriyev,  identified  by  screen  caption]  This  latest  round  was 
marked  by  an  important  event  even  in  the  initial  stage.  The  Soviet  delegation  tabled  a 
draft  treaty  on  eliminating  U.S.  and  USSR  medium-range  missiles  in  Europe.  It  is  a 
compromise  document  that  takes  account  of  the  U.S.  draft  on  this  issue.  In  other 
words,  it  provides  the  conditions  for  the  drafting  of  a  joint  treaty.  As  you  know,  the 
Soviet  side  has  also  agreed  to  the  elimination  of  operational  and  tactical  missiles. 
Intensive  work  is  now  underway  on  a  joint  draft  treaty,  and  real  possibilities  have 
opened  up  for  the  achievement  of  an  accord  as  early  as  this  fall.  The  TRIBUNE  DE 
GENEVA  has  emphasized  that  the  talks  have  entered  the  home  straight.  However,  there 
are  difficulties  along  this  home  straight. 

[Begin  recording]  [A. A.  Obukhov,  deputy  head  of  Soviet  delegation,  identified  by 
screen  caption]  What  is  now  being  proposed  by  the  United  States?  It  would  seem  that 
the  United  States  is  agreeing  to  the  elimination  of  Soviet  and  U.S.  operational  and 
tactical  missiles  in  Europe.  However,  while  agreeing  verbally  to  this  decision,  it 
would  like  to  preserve  its  warheads  on  the  72  Pershing-IA  missiles  belonging  to  the 
FRG.  Tlius  it  turns  out  that  a  zero  solution  for  operational  and  tactical  missiles  in 
Europe  is  being  envisaged  for  the  Soviet  Union,  while  the  solution  for  the  United 
States  is  plainly  not  a  zero  one.  This,  I  repeat,  is  hampering  progress  and  is  really 
threatening  to  wreck  the  scheduled  timetable  for  completing  work  on  a  draft  treaty  on 
mediimi-range  missiles.  This  is  happening  through  the  fault  of  theWestern  side.  [end 
recording] 

[Dmitriyev]  The  Soviet  delegation  is  convinced  that  these  difficulties  are 
surmountable.  It  is  necessary  for  Washington  to  adhere  to  the  principle  of  equivalent 
security  to  confirm  in  real  deeds  its  words  and  utterances  about  being  ready  to  embark 
on  nuclear  disarmament  in  Europe. 
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West  Seeking  'Loophole' 


LD282222  Moscow  Television  Service  in  Russian  1400  GMT  28  Jun  87 
[From  the  "International  Panorama"  program,  presented  by  Boris  Kalyagin] 

[Text!  Hello,  Comrades!  The  world  is  waiting  for  an  agreement  to  be  reached  between 
lie  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States  on  medium-range  missiles  and 

^nrtical  missiles.  After  numerous  delays  and  consultations,  the  NATO  countries, 

through  their  foreign  affairs  ministers,  seemed  to  have  Srireatf  ^  That°is 

propoLls.  It  appeared  possible  to  sit  down  and  prepare  a  joint 

Lv  H,P  interest  in  the  meeting  within  the  framework  of  the  Soviet  U.s.  caiKs 
nuclear  and  space  weapos  that  took  place  at  the  beginning  of  this  week  in  Geneva  was  so 
great.  In  the  talks  that  took  place,  progress  was  noted  in  the  harmonization  o 

draft  treaty  provisions. 

V  Hip  II  9  side  however,  new  attempts  were  made  to  deviate  from  what  was  agreed 

between  Washington  and  Moscow  at  a  political  level.  Decande  "'the 

n,p  nrinciole  of  equal  security  are  again  being  presented  to  us.  This  explains  tne 

5  s  striving  to  keep  its  72  nuclear  warheads  for  the  Pershing-IA  mrseiles  with  which 
thij’  West  Ge™  BunLsweht  Is  armed,  and  attempts  to  place  this  weapon  outside  the 

scope  of  the  Soviet— U*S*  treaty* 

FRC  Chancellor  Helmut  Kohl  has  come  out  with  such  a  demand  and  the  United  States  is 

FRG  Chancellor  Heimuc  Washington  and  Bonn  is  as  follows:  The  missiles 

S5:r  tl  t'he-  P^wM^r  the  arm^  of  t5lrd  parties  are  not  the  suhiect  of  the 
9nvipt  U  S  talks  in  Geneva.  But  such  arguments  are  beneath  criticism.  The  U.S. 

nuclear  warheads  can  in  no  way  be  regarded  as  FRG  property.  According  to  f  tide  1  of 
the  Treaty  on  NonProliferation  of  nuclear  arms,  the  United  States  pledged  o 
5L  tra/sf5rri„g  nuclear  weapons  or  other  nuclear  ekPl-ive  device. 
rUrppHv  nr  indirectly.  In  its  turn,  Bonn,  according  to  Article  Z  ot  the  same  creacy, 

5  d  55  Itsei?  not  to"  accept  such  weapons  from  anybody. 

LrhLds  for  Pershing-IA  missiles  cannot  in  any  way  be  regarded  as  military  facilities 
of  third  countries. 

Moreover  if  one  agrees  to  the  variant  suggested  by  the  United  States,  the  Pentagon 
will  pet’ a  loophole  for  building  up  in  Western  Europe  its  nuclear  warheads  for  ">iss;les 
belonging  to  other  NATO  countries.  The  U.S.  State  Department  has  already  announced 
M  r  rhn  II  s  is  not  going  to  liquidate  the  Pershing-2  medium-range  missiles  deployed 
iTthe  FRG  blit  intends  only  to  convert  them  into  Pershing-IB  operational  and  tactical 
T  ss  Tos  Ld  to  scud  them"to  arm  the  same  FRG,  so  that  they  are  uot  covered  by  he 
S“5t".S.  agreemeut  that  is  being  prepared.  But  this  is  au  obvious  violatiou  of  the 
thrust  of  the  agreement  on  the  complete  liquidation  of  Euromissiles . 

Certain  Western  leaders  have  undergone  a  peculiar  metamorphosis,  or,  rather,  they  have 
faces.  They  used  to  claim  they  wished  to  start  the  process  of 
disarmament  yet  complained  that  the  Americans  were  holding  it  up.  Now  it  seems  to  be 
the  other  way  around:  the  Washington  Administration  seems  to  have  nothing  ^gains 

sSLing  the  treaty  on  Euromissiles  but  keeps  referring  to  its  Western  P^^bn^^ 
coming  out  with  various  reservations  which,  are  supposedly,  to  be  taken  into  accoun  . 
Changing  places,  however,  does  not  change  the  end  result. 


80 


-he  West  is  still  trying  to  gain  concessions  from  our  country  to  obtain  unilateral 
advantages  or  to  postpone  the  whole  matter  indefinitely.  But  time  does  not  wtiit. 
V/estern  observers  themselves  write  that  it  is  time  to  hurry  up  with  the  agreement.  It 
would  answer  the  national  interests  of  all  countries,  including  the  FRG.  The  West 
German  leaders  have  stated  more  than  once  that  they  are  in  favor  of  developing 
relations  with  our  country  along  the  lines  of  detente.  At  the  same  time,  the  fact  that 
the  FRG  government  is  playing  the  role  of  instigator  in  building  up  military 
pre?par£itions ,  while  also  being  very  reluctant  about  reducing  armaments  —  which  has 
been  shown  in  the  case  with  the  Pershing-1  missiles  —  cannot  but  cause  alarm.  As  you 
see,  security  issues  remain  crucial  in  relations  between  our  countries. 

Oakley  Statement  Hit 
LD270520  Moscow  TASS  In  English  0305  GMT  27  Jun  87 

[Text]  Washington  June  26  TASS  —  The  U.S.  is  not  going  to  eliminate  the  Pershing-IA 
intermediate-range  nuclear  missiles  deployed  in  West  Germany.  Instead  of  it  is  going 
to  turn  them  into  Pershing-IB  shorter-range  missiles  which  are  to  be  adopted  later  by 
the  West  Germany  Army.  These  plans  of  Washington  which  run  counter  to  the  initial 
draft  treaty  on  intermediate-range  missiles  providing  for  the  elimination  of  Pershing-2 
missiles  were  set  forth  at  a  briefing  for  journalists  here  by  Phyllis  Oakley, 
representative  of  the  U  .S.  Department  of  State. 

She  said  that  if  an  agreement  was  concluded  on  setting  a  "global  zero"  for 
shorter-range  missiles,  the  U.S.  would  have  no  right  to  deploy  by  itself  Pershing-IB 
missiles  in  Europe. 

The  U.S.  intends  to  turn  Pershing-2  into  Pershing-IB  missiles  through  a  simple  removal 
of  one  of  the  states  in  intermediate-range  missiles.  The  stage  can  be  easily  put  back, 
which  would  permit  the  U.S.  to  quickly  restore  its  potential  of  intermediate-range 
missiles  in  Europe  at  any  time. 

Many  of  the  journalists  who  were  present  at  the  briefing  regarded  Oakley's  statement  as 
evidence  to  the  effect  that  Washington  was  putting  up  new  obstacles  on  the  way  to 
reaching  final  agreements  on  intermediate-range  missiles.  One  of  the  journalists  asked 
Oakley  if  he  understood  her  statement  in  a  correct  way.  He  believe  that  the  point  at 
issue  is  the  intention  of  the  U.S.  to  remove  the  weapon  system  that  are  covered  by  the 
agreement  and  to  turn  them  into  those  that  are  not  included  in  it,  although  by  their 
range  of  action  they  should  be  covered  by  the  agreement. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


USSR  ON  POTENTIAL  PROBLEMS:.  FRG  PERSUINGS,  VERIFICATION 

LD160904  Moscow  TASS  International  Service  in  Russian  0730  GMT  16  Jun  87 

["On  the  Problem  of  Working  Out  an  Agreement  on  Medium-Range  Missiles"] 

[Text]  Moscow,  16  Jun  (TASS) — A  joint  draft  [market]  of  a  treaty  fixing  the 
positions  of  the  USSR  and  United  States  on  medium-range  missiles  has  been  drawn 
up  by  the  group  at  the  Geneva  talks.  The  delegations  have  started  detailed 
discussions  of  this  plan.  A  number  of  obstacles  arising  from  the  unfounded 
demands  of  the  U.S.  side  must  be  overcome  to  work  out  an  agreed  text,  says  an 
article  published  in  the  Military  Bulletin  of  the  NOVOSTI  PRESS  AGENCY  [APN] . 


The  United  States  is  still  trying  to  get  only  Soviet  medium-range  ®  inn® 
first  stage.  It  is  not  giving  up  its  intention  to  deploy  [razmestit]  100  Pershing  s 
wurnuctea;  warheads  within  range  of  USSR  territory.  The  United  States  is  trying  not 
to  eliminate  Pershing-2  and  land-based  cruise  missiles  in  Europe,  but  in  fact  to 
reequip  them  as  operational  and  tactical  Pershing-lBs  and  sea-based  cruise  missiles 
with  conventional  warheads. 

At  present  it  is  difficult  to  describe  the  utlimate  meaning  of  this  position,  the 
article  goes  on  to  say.  Washington  is  hardly  inviting  the  USSR  to  engage,  for 
part  in  refitting  SS-20  missiles  with  other  types  of  armaments.  It  is  unlikely 

because  they  are  demanding  that  the  USSR  destroy  ground-based  cruise^  missiles  for 
example.  At  the  same  time,  having  violated  the  SALT  II  Treaty  and  having  physic  y 
exceLed  the  maximum  ceilings  for  strategic  armaments  outlined  in  it,  the  Americans  are 
in  principle  untying  the  hands  of  the  Soviet  side  even  if  we  do  not  make  use  of  the 
invitation  to  get  even,  in  regard  to  long  term  considerations.  But  unilateral 

restraint  understandably  has  its  limits. 


As  for  re-equipping  Pershing-2s, 
substantial  increase  in  the  threat 
contradict  the  basic  aim  —  reducing 


apart  from  anything  else,  that  would  mean  a 
to  the  USSR  allies  in  the  Warsaw  Pact  and  would 
the  level  of  military  confrontation  in  all  fields. 
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o  ess  significant  is  the  question  of  U.S.  weapons  [boyezaryad]  on  Pershing-IA 
missiles  deployed  in  the  FRG  and  belonging  to  the  Bundeswehr.  This  creates  a  precedent 
It  IS  enough  to  put  a  weapon  [boezaryad]  which  is  de  jure  controlled  by  the  United 
States  on  a  launcher  belonging  to  another  state  for  this  weapon  to  be  excluded  from  the 
Soviet-U.S.  balance.  ^  It  is  as  if  mixed  nuclear  forces  are  coming  into  being  which  are 
outside  the  Nonproliferation  Treaty  and  other  existing  ones  as  well  as  possible 
agreements.  If  the  United  States  is  heading  for  that  option  then  they  will  have  to 
reveal  their  cards  so  that  everyone  knows  just  what  relative  "zero"  it  is  that  attracts 
them.  In  theory  it  is  possible  to  suppose  that  the  USSR  allies  in  the  Warsaw  Pact, 
let’s  say  the  GDR  and  the  CZSSR,  for  their  part  ask  the  USSR  to  let  them  have  SS-12 
operational  and  tactical  missile  launchers,  retaining  the  responsibility  for  servicing 
the  nuclear  ammunitions.  While  other  Soviet  allies  might  prefer  SS-23  launchers _ 

Questions  of  verification  [kontrol]  become  particularly  complex  in  the  set  of  problems 
on  medium-range  missiles.  The  USSR  has  explained  on  more  than  one  occasion  that  it  is 
in  favor  of  the  severest,  most  far-reaching  verification,  including  obligatory  onsite 
inspection;  naturally,  U.S.  military  bases  on  the  territories  of  third  countries  are 
liable  to  verification.  It  would  be  quite  logical  within  the  context  of  the  idea  of 
inspection  on  suspicion  of  undeclared  objectives  to  put  forward  demands  for  the 
inclusion  not  just  of  enterprises  which  are  directly  linked  with  the  production  of 
medium-range  missiles  under  contract  but  also  of  firms  where  it  is  possible  to  organize 
such  production  in  secret. 

The  basic  provisions  of  a  treaty  for  a  complete  and  universal  ban  on  nuclear  weapons 
tests’’  provide  evidence  of  how  far  the  Soviet  side  is  willing  to  go  in  questions  of 
verification.  In  particular  these '  envisage  an  obligation  to  provide  unconditional 
access  to  a  place ^  designated  in  the  inquiry  of  the  inspecting  side  and  the 
establishment  of  an  institute  of  international  inspectors. 

/9738 

CSO:  5200/1545 


83 


INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


USSR:  FURTHER  COMMENTS  ON  FRG  DEBATES  OVER  POSSIBLE  ACCORD 

Ruling  Parties  Divided 

PM260835  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  18  May  87  Second  Edition  p  6 

["Our  Commentary"  by  Yuliy  Yakhantov:  "Debate  on  the  Rhine"] 

[Text]  Bonn — For  several  weeks  now  the  FRG  has  been  debating  its  attitude 
to  the  Soviet  initiatives  for  nuclear  disarmament  in  Europe. 

The  Bonn  Government  has  still  not  given  an  intelligible  answer  to  the  question 
of  how  it  rates  the  proposals  concerning  operational  and  tactical  missiles. 
Chancellor  H.  Kohl  justifies  the  delay  over  answering  with  references  to  the 
fact  that  the  government  "does  not  want  to  be  pressured  by  deadlines." 

But,  of  course,  deadlines  are  not  the  chief  point.  There  is  no  unity  in  the 
government.  The  coalition  partner  of  the  Christian  Democratic  Union  [CDU] 
and  the  Christian  Social  Union  [CSU] — the  Free  Democratic  Party  [FDP]— 
believes  that  there  are  no  grounds  for  objecting  to  the  whole  package  of 
Soviet  Initiatives,  to  what  people  here  call  the  "double  zero  solution,"  that 
is,  with  regard  to  medium-range  missiles  and  operational  and  tactical  missiles. 

Nor  is  there  a  unanimous  opinion  in  the  circles  of  the  CDU— CSU  bloc.  Its 
leadership,  despite  the  U.S.  Administration’s  positive  attitude  to  the  "double 
zero  solution,"  is  making  attempts  to  Impose  its  own  version  of  "comprehensive 
proposals."  Its  essence  consists  in  achieving  the  arms  upgrading  of  NATO  as 
regards  operational  and  tactical  nuclear  missiles,  while  drowning  in  provisos 
the  Soviet  plan  for  the  elimination  of  this  class  of  weapon. 

The  impression  is  willy-nilly  created  that  Bonn,  by  pleading  the  notorious 
"German  security  interests,"  wants  to  obtain  sanction,  above  all,  for  its  own 
arms  upgrading  in  the  sphere  of  missiles.  I  will  remind  you  that  in  the 
conventional  arms  sphere  this  process  is  already  taking  place  here  in 
accordance  with  the  adopted  Bundeswehr  rearmament  plan. 

Two  of  the  most  active  champions  of  missile  upgrading  and  opponents  of  nuclear 
disarmament— A.  Dregger,  chairman  of  the  CDU-CSU  [parliamentary]  faction,  and 
V.  Ruehe,  his  deputy — visited  Paris  and  London  last  week  in  search  of  like- 
minded  people.  Certain  newspapers  hint  that  they  were,  in  point  of  fact. 
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fulfilling  a  mission  for  the  generals  here  who  openly  demand  that  the  removal 
of  medium-range  missiles  from  Europe  be  "compensated  for"  without  fail  by  new 
operational  and  tactical  missiles.  FRG  Defense  Minister  M.  Woerner  also  tried 
to  bring  his  NATO  colleagues  round  to  this  view  at  the  NATO  Nuclear  Planning 
Group  session  which  has  just  ended  in  Stavanger  (Norway) • 

Such  efforts  by  right-wing  circles  elicit  sharp  criticism  in  the  FRG.  Pro¬ 
minent  FDP  figures  H.  Haussmann,  G.  Baum,  and  0,  Feldmann  categorically  declare 
that  the  FDP  will  not  support  arms  upgrading  plans.  E.  Bahr,  the  Social 
Democratic  Party’s  expert  on  disarmament  issues,  believes  that  such  plans 
will  encounter  "very  tough  resistance"  and  that  this  will  lead  to  serious 
disagreements  within  the  coalition  and  will  call  the  H.  Kohl  Government’s 
existence  into  question. 

At  the  same  time,  Bonn  is  certain  flattered  that  it  is  at  the  center  of 
attention  and  that  the  allies  are  expectantly  looking  in  its  direction  now. 

But  this  certainly  does  not  mean  that  all  West  Europeans  look  with  approval 
on  the  maneuvers  of  the  FRG  Government,  which  is  delaying  resolving  such  a  vital 
problem.  For  the  times  themselves  are  making  them  hurry  up  in  order  not  to 
miss  a  historic  chance  and  overcome  the  deadlock  in  the  matter  of  nuclear 
disarmament  in  Europe. 

Free  Democratic  Chairman  Cited 
LD182008  Moscow  TASS  in  English  1600  GMT  18  May  87 

[Text]  Bonn,  18  May  (TASS) — Martin  Bangemann,  chairman  of  the  Party  of  Free 
Democrats,  included  in  the  Bonn  ruling  coalition,  declared  for  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  medium- range  and  shorter-range  nuclear  missiles  from  the  European 
continent.  Speaking  before  reporters  here  today  he  urged  the  partners  in  the 
coalition  to  give  up  a  biased  attitude  to  the  "double  zero  option"  on  Euro- 
missiles.  Bangemann  is  of  the  opinion  that  West  European  countries  should 
work  out  a  joint  stand  in  order  to  promote  progress  at  the  Sovlet-American 
talks  in  Geneva. 


’Keen  Struggle’ 

PM261127  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  21  May  87  Second  Edition  p  5 

[Yevgeniy  Grigoryev  article  under  the  rubric  "International  Notes":  "Bonn 
Carousel"] 

[Text]  A  special  statement  by  Federal  Chancellor  H.  Kohl  was  published  in 
the  FRG  capital  at  the  end  of  last  week.  Brief,  to  the  point — just  nine 
paragraphs.  But  an  important  statement  nevertheless,  because  it  is  on  the 
Geneva  talks  and  the  fate  of  nuclear  arms  on  our  continent. 

People  are  paying  particular  heed  to  everything  said  and  done  by  the  FRG 
Government  concerning  this  issue.  It  has  considerable  potential  to  influence 
one  way  or  another  the  "negotiating"  strategy  and  tactics  of  the  Americans  and 
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the  stand  taken  by  the  NATO  bloc.  But  the  attitude  of  Bonn  itself  to  the 
complex  of  nuclear  disarmament  issues  (at  least  officially)  is  still 
unclear.  A  keen  struggle  has  developed  over  this  in  the  country  and  within 
the  ruling  circles  themselves. 

The  Free  Democratic  Party  (FDP)  in  the  person  of  M.  Bangemann,  its  chairman 
and  minister  of  economics,  and  H.D.  Genscher,  vice  chancellor  and  minister  of 
foreign  affairs,  is  in  favor  of  the  idea  of  nuclear  disarmament  in  Europe. 

M.  Bangemann  has  spoken,  in  particular,  in  favor  of  eliminating  medium-range 
missiles  and  operational  and  tactical  missiles.  He  has  urged  the  coalition 
partners — the  Christian  Democratic  Union  (CDU)  and  the  Christian  Social 
Union  (CSU) — to  give  up  their  prejudices  regarding  the  "double  zero  option." 

It  is  a  well  known  fact  that  it  does  not  suit  Chancellor  H.  Kohl's  faction  in 
the  party,  which  is  very  strong.  In  the  CDU  the  opposition  is  led  by  its 
parliamentary  leader  A.  Dregger,  F.J.  Strauss,  chairman  of  the  CSU,  also 
confirmed  the  day  before  yesterday  in  Munich  that  he  is  against  the  elimination 
of  operational  and  tactical  missiles  and  short-range  missiles.  With  regard 
to  medium-range  missiles,  they  can  be  eliminated  "without  any  problem," 
according  to  him. 

The  unexpected  statement  by  the  head  of  government  was  obviously  intended  to 
blur  this  situation  to  a  certain  extent.  On  the  other  hand,  it  appears  to  be 
an  attempt  to  calm  its  own  public  and  the  rest  of  the  European  public,  which 
is  following  Bonn's  conduct  with  great  puzzlement,  if  not  alarm. 

It  goes  without  saying  that  the  Rhine  flows  on  and  some  things  change  on  its 
banks.  The  agitated  reaction  to  Reykjavik,  or  to  be  more  precise,  to  the 
accord  agreed  in  principle  but  not  realized — to  eliminate  Soviet  and  American 
medium-range  missiles  in  Europe — has  long  since  calmed  down.  Now,  unlike 
last  autumn,  the  head  of  the  FRG  Government  seems  to  be  in  favor  of  the  "zero 
option"  in  this  class  of  arms.  In  this  sense  the  line  taken  by  Bonn  has 
undergone  a  positive  change,  in  my  view.  Moreover,  now  not  only  the  work  in 
Geneva  to  reach  an  agreement  on  medium-range  missiles  but  also  the  fact  that 
the  question  of  eliminating  operational  and  tactical  missiles  has  been  placed 
on  the  agenda  is  treated  in  the  chancellor's  statement  as  a  success  of  his 
government's  policy. 

We  will  not  argue.  But  it  also  transpires  that  a  settlement  involving  "only" 
operational  and  tactical  missiles  together  with  medium— range  missiles  ins  not 
to  Bonn's  liking.  According  to  the  chancellor,  such  a  settlement  must  be 
bolder  and  "take  into  account  arms  of  any  range  between  0  and  1,000  kilometers 
in  order  to  reach  an  effective  agreement." 

We  cannot  believe  our  eyes  and  ears.  Can  Chancellor  Kohl  really  be  in  favor  of 
eliminating  all  nuclear  missiles  in  Europe?  One  could  only  welcome  such  an 
intention.  But  on  whom,  one  asks,  does  its  realization  depend?  The  Soviet 
Union,  as  is  well  known,  actually  initiated  the  plan  to  cleanse  our  continent 
of  all  nuclear  arms.  And  so  the  matter  rests  with  the  NATO  allies.  There  are 
still  highly  Influential  political  and  military  circles  in  the  FRG  itself  which 
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are  by  no  means  burning  with  the  desire  to  "go  so  far"  and  cannot  imagine  a 
nuclear-free  Europe.  Only  recently  a  communique  by  the  NATO  Nuclear  Planning 
Group,  of  which  the  FRG  defense  minister  is  a  co-author,  stated  that  its  members 
will  "keep  and  Improve  their  nuclear  forces."  What  then  remains  of  the 
chancellor's  statement?  Clearly  it  is  not  without  its  contradictions.  More¬ 
over,  it  is  obvious  to  everyone  that  piling  up  more  and  more  new  linkages 
and  "prescriptions"  is  a  tried  and  tested  means  of  blocking  any  decision. 

This  is  exactly  how  the  chancellor's  statement  was  received  in  the  Western 
press.  The  London  DAILY  TELEGRAPH  describes  it  as  a  "veto  on  any  possible 
decision  by  the  North  Atlantic  alliance  to  accept  the  'double  zero  option' 
involving  medium-range  missiles  and  operational  and  tactical  missiles." 

"Within  this  context"  (we  use  the  actual  words  of  the  statement)  we  should 
discuss  the  hackneyed  references  it  msakes  to  the  "Warsaw  Pact's  superiority 
in  conventional  armed  forces  and  in  the  chemical  weapons  sphere,  which  poses 
the  greatest  threat  of  all  to  our  country  (the  FRG)."  As  if  it  were  not  NATO 
but  some  other  body  which  is  dragging  its  heels  with  regard  to  implementing 
the  socialist  countries'  well  known  proposals  to  cardinally  reduce  and  eliminate 
the  aforementioned  arms.  As  if  the  FRG  itseld  did  not  have  enormous  depots 
of  American  chemical  ammunition.  Some  people  obviously  find  it  difficult  to 
take  an  honest,  unbiased  approach  to  responsible  matters.  Although  the  time 
for  this  kind  of  approach  has  long  since  come. 

And  here  is  a  summary.  Point  eight  of  the  statement  says  in  particulars  "A 
decision  of  such  importance — ^we  a  re  talking  about  security  on  our  continent  into 
the  next  century — cannot  be  nade  hastily,  as  if  we  had  little  time  left." 

We  are  short  of  time,  unfortunately.  Any  delay  is  tantamount  to  continuing 
the  dangerous  arms  race.  Although  Europe  now  has  a  real  opportunity  to 
reverse  this  ams  race  and  eliminate  a  considerable  proportion  of  its  nuclear 
arsenals.  Spain  recently  spoke  in  favor  of  the  "double  zero  option."  [first 
edition  replaces  previous  three  sentences  with  the  following:  "Not  without 
reason,  many  countries  allied  with  the  FRG  have  already  made  their  position 
clear.  For  example,  Spain  has  spoken  in  favor  of  simultaneously  eliminating 
all  medium- range  nuclear  missiles  and  operational  and  tactical  missiles 
deployed  on  our  continent,  that  is,  it  is  in  favor  of  the  'double  zero 
option.'"]  Even  London  has  stated  its  possible  consent  to  such  a  decision 
under  certain  conditions.  But  Bonn  appears  to  be  in  no  hurry.  It  would  seem 
that  this  has  nothing  at  all  to  do  with  a  super-careful  approach  to  a  really 
very  important  problem.  No  one  intends  to  make  a  decision  in  the  heat  of 
the  moment  or  without  giving  the  matter  careful  thought,  without  considering 
the  balance  of  security  Interests  of  all  who  live  in  our  European  home. 

Gonsequently,  Bonn's  provisions  are  leading  to  sober  reflection.  In  the  FRG 
Itself,  FRANKFURTER  RUNDSGHAU  has  written:  "So,  strictly  speaking,  Bonn 
still  needs  time  to  think....  A  treaty  on  the  'zero  option'  or  the  'double 
zero  option'  would  be  a  historic  signal  whose  significance  would  go  far  beyond 
the  limits  of  its  content.  In  these  conditions  the  FRG  Government  is  appearing 
before  the  rest  of  the  world  as  an  obstacle  in  the  way  of  concluding  these 
treaties." 
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And  there  is  more.  Commenting  on  the  failure  of  Mr  Kohl's  party  at  last 
Sunday's  elections  to  the  land  parliaments  of  Hamburg  and  particularly 
Rheinland-pfalz,  the  newspaper  STUTTGARTER  ZEITUNG  observed:  "The  main  damage 
to  the  CDU  was  caused  by  its  stand  on  disarmament  issues.  Many  voters  could 
not  understand  how  the  'zero  option,'  which  had  earlier  been  presented  as  the 
ideal,  should  suddenly  cease  to  be  the  aim  of  FRG  Government  policy.  It  is 
precisely  in  Rheinland— pfalz,  where  there  are  eight  NATO  air  bases,  missile 
launch  installations,  and  chemical  weapons  depots,  that  even  conservatively 
minded  voters  have  shown  an  interest  in  greater  decisiveness  by  the  government 
in  disarmament  matters." 

Meanwhile,  a  press  conference  was  given  by  the  federal  chancellor  on  Monday. 
According  to  the  press,  now  he  says  that  "his  government  will  not  allow  any 
doubts  it  may  entertain  with  regard  to  the  Soviet  proposals  on  short-range 
missiles  to  stand  in  the  way  of  an  accord."  If  this  is  so,  it  means  that  even 
Bonn  is  not  averse  to  heeding  decisive  moods  and  trends  among  the  European 
public  and  in  European  politics.  As  far  as  the  rest  is  concerned  we  will 
wait  and  see.  It  has  been  said  that  at  the  beginning  of  June  the  chancellor 
will  issue  a  new  statement.  [first  edition  omits  last  sentence]  Will  the 
Bonn  carousel  come  to  rest?  But  the  main  question  is:.  Will  political  realism 
gain  the  upper  hand  and  will  responsible  FRG  circles  lend  practical  assistance 
to  ensuring  that  this  chance  is  not  lost? 
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TASS:  KOTIL  SEES  GOOD  CHANCE  FOR  MISSILE  ACCORD 


LD191929  Moscow  TASS  in  English  1853  GMT  19  Jun  87 


iText]  Bonn  June  19  TASS  —  The  West  German 
present  development  of  East-West  relations 
disarmament . 


Chancellor  Helmut  Kohl  has  stated  that  the 
opens  up  the  possibility  of  progress  in 


Speaking  at  a  press  conference  here  today  he  said  that  a  good  chance  now  existed  for 
rLcluding  an  agreement  on  eliminating  medium-range  missiles.  It  was  not  clear  howe  e 
Ttifr  the  fL®  Government  intended  to  include  in  the  possible  accord  on  -^i^-range 
:  c  »lssilea  1„  Europe  aud  the  West  Ge™a„  Pershl„g-1A  ”-‘1- 

nuclear  warheads.  As  is  known,  the  refusal  to  do  this  is  one  of  the  mam  obstacles 

the  road  to  agreement. 


Helmut  Kohl  stated  "unconditional  support"  for  Ronald  Reagan  s  recent  re^rks  West 
Berlin.  The  American  President  made  in  that  city  a  provocative  speech  clearly 
at  encouraging  revanchist  forces  in  the  FRG  and  sustaining  tension  in  Europe. 


/9738 
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TASS  ASSAILS  FRENCH  DEFENSE  SECRETARY'S  REMARKS  ON  ARMS  TALKS 
LD021722  Moscow  TASS  in  English  1646  GMT  2  Jun  87 

[Text]  Paris,  2  Jun  (TASS)— TASS  correspondent  Yuriy  Lopatin  reports:. 

Casting  a  glance  at  a  news  stand  I  saw  frontpaged  on  the  Parisian  FRANCE  SOIR 
the  following  caption  in  bold  letters t  “Soviet  Menace  on  Our  Doorstep",  I 
could  not  believe  my  eyes.  I  took  a  closer  look.  My  eyes  have  not  deceived 
me.  How  could  things  come  to  that? 

It  is  not  in  itself  news  that  FRANCE  SOIR,  a  press  body  in  the  newspaper 
empire  of  notorious  Robert  Hersant,  the  newspaper  that  is  inclined  on  causing 
sensations,  holds  such  a  stand.  But  in  this  case  the  newspaper  has  nothing  to 
do  with  this.  It  published  today  a  lengthy  interview  by  French  Defence 
Secretary  Andre  Giraud  and  in  the  caption  in  bold  lines  it  simply  summed  up 
his  pronouncements.  And  contrary  to  what  is  typical  of  the  media  here,  it 
has  not  distorted  them  in  the  slightest. 

Reading  the  minister's  answers  one  might  think  that  Soviet  tanks  are  about  to 
break  into  Paris  and  rumble  over  the  cobblestones  of  Champs  Elysee.  "Soviet 
menace  is  on  our  doorstep,  and  it  will  increase  if  disarmament  is  implemented 
at  haphazard,"  Andre  Giraud  asserts.  What  does  "at  haphazard"  mean? 

Apparently,  it  means  disarmament  implemented  not  on  the  terms  of  Paris  whose 
military  doctrine  is  based  on  the  concept  of  "nuclear  deterrence"  and  which 
has  now  assumed  in  Western  Europe  an  unenviable  role  of  the  pacesetter  of 
the  nuclear  arms  race  and  lands  in  increasing  Isolation  even  among  its  allies. 

The  minister  declares  for  the  unrestrained  stepping  up  of  military  expendi¬ 
tures.  He  said  the  efforts  in  this  area  are  a  vehicle  for  the  development  of 
industry,  technology,  scientific  research  and  personnel  training.  French 
economic  experts  will  hardly  agree  with  himi  In  accordance  with  France's 
military  program  endorsed  by  the  rightwing  majority  of  parliament,  France's 
defence  budget  now  reached  a  record  level,  while  its  industrial  output  is  not 
growing,  and  France  is  obviously  losing  its  economic  positions. 

Former  Prime  Minister  Raymond  Barre  who  is,  undeniably,  an  expert  on  such 
matters,  said  in  an  interview  to  "Europe-1"  radiostation  today  that  while  seven 
years  ago  France  rated  second  in  Western  Europe  for  the  level  of  economic 
development  after  the  FRG,  and  was  about  to  gain  on  it,  it  now  dropped  to  the 
fourth  place,  with  Britain  and  Italy  getting  ahead  of  it. 
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"It  seems  to  me  you  are  most  of  all  concerned  over  the  fact  that  the  talks 
on  disarmament  are  now  in  the  order  of  the  day",  a  FRANCE  SOIR  correspondent 
thus  summed  up  his  impressions  from  the  conversation  with  the  minister.  "That 
the  idea  of  disarmament  is  in  the  order  of  the  day  is  a  good  thing,  provided 
it  does  not  become  a  bad  thing,"  Andre  Giraud  said  cryptically.  "Disarmament 
must  not  become  a  pretext  for  creating  a  dangerous  imbalance  in  some  areas  of 
the  world,  namely  in  the  centre  of  Europe,"  he  said.  And  once  again  the 
minister  made  a  reference  to  "massive  preponderance"  of  the  Warsaw  Treaty 
organization  in  the  sphere  of  conventional  armaments.  But  it  is  precisely 
for  discussing  questions  related  to  substantial  cuts  in  armaments  in  every 
3.TB3.  Without  exception  that  the  Soviet  Union  and  other  Warsaw  Treaty  countries 
propose  the  holding  of  serious  and  undelayed  talks  to  the  West.  And  Andre 
Giraud  pretends  that  these  proposals  do  not  exist.  In  any  case  these  pro¬ 
posals  are  not  even  mentioned  in  that  lengthy  interview  which  took  up  over 
half  a  newspaper  page. 
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FRENCH  CP  LEADER  DECRIES  NUCLEAR  FORCES'  CHANGED  ROLE 
PM291421  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  23  Jun  87  First  Edition  p  4 


[TASS  report:  "Georges  Marchais  Speech"] 

[Text]  Paris,  22  Jun  —  The  European  states,  like  all  other  countries  in  the  world 
today,  need  peace,  friendship,  and  cooperation  among  the  peoples  rather  than  a 
continuation  of  the  arms  race,  Georges  Marchais,  secretary  general  of  the  French 
Communist  Party  (PCF),  stated  during  a  broadcast  on  the  M6  TV  channel.  Jrenc 
Communists  consider,  he  said,  that  a  situation  has  now  come  about  in  the  world  tha 
opens  up  the  possibility  of  finally  beginning  disarmament  and  concluding  a  USSR  U.S. 
treaty  eliminating  medium-range  and  operational  and  tactical  missiles  in  Europe.  This 
treaty  would  be  of  exceptionally  great  importance  for  all  mankind. 

The  PCF  secretary  general  demanded  of  the  government  that  France  end  nuclear  tests  and 
play  an  active  role  in  the  disarmament  process.  He  stressed  that  the  French  nuclear 
forces  have  now  been  turned  into  offensive  forces.  Moreover,  they  are  undergoing 
constant  modernization,  as  evidenced  by  the  tests  on  Muroroa  Atoll.  Whereas^  they  were 
previously  intended  solely  for  the  defense  of  national  territory,  the  sit^uation  is  now 
changing  as  a  result  of  the  plans  to  create  a  so-called  "European  defense. 

Regarding  the  transformations  under  way  in  the  Soviet  Union,  the  PCF  secretary  general 
expressed  his  conviction  that  the  goals  will  be  met. 
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TASS  ON  SPANISH  SUPPORT  FOR  ZERO  OPTION 

Gonzalez  Backs  Double-Zero 
LD301324  Moscow  TASS  in  English  1019  GMT  30  May  87 

[Text]  Madrid,  30  May  (TASS) — Felipe  Gonzalez,  chairman  of  the  Spanish 
Government,  has  sent  messages  to  Mikhail  Gorbachev,  general  secretary  of  the 
Central  Committee  of  the  Communist  Party  of  the  Soviet  UNION  (CPSU) ,  and  to 
President  Ronald  Reagan  of  the  United  States,  reaffirming  that  Spain  con¬ 
siders  it  very  important  that  an  agreement  on  medium-range  nuclear  systems  be 
signed  between  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  this  year. 

This  was  announced  by  Javier  Solana,  an  official  spokesman  for  the  government, 
at  a  press  conference  following  a  government  meeting. 

The  spokesman  said  that  in  the  messages  Felipe  Gonzalez,  had  reaffirmed  Spain’s 
support  for  the  "double  zero  option"  concerning  the  elimination  of  missiles 
in  Europe. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  head  of  the  Spanish  Government,  the  signing  of  an 
agreement  on  medium-range  missile  systems  this  year  will  be  of  benefit  to  the 
security  of  the  allies  and  will  serve  as  a  specific  fact  in  the  cause  of 
consolidating  the  process  of  detente. 

Felipe  Gonzalez  recalls  in  the  messages  that  "We  are  faced  with  a  historic 
opportunity  which  should  be  used.  As  far  as  strategic  weapons  are  concerned, 
Spain  expresses  interest  in  a  continuation  of  the  talks  in  Geneva  on  reducing 
the  systems  by  50  percent  as  well  as  in  a  continuation  of  efforts  on  the  part 
of  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  to  reach  agreement  on  defensive 
strategic  arms." 


Defense  Minister  Cited 

PM180957  Moscow  KRASNAYA  ZVEZDA  in  Russian  16  Jun  87  First  Edition  p  3 
[TASS  report:  "Spanish  Defense  Minister  Favors  'Zero  Option"’] 

[Text]  Madrid,  15  Jun  —  Spanish  Defense  Minister  Narcis  Serra  i  Serra  has  expressed 
himself  in  favor  of  achieving  the  "zero  option"  in  the  field  of  nuclear  missiles  in 
Europe  which,  according  to  him,  "will  open  up  a  new  prospect  —  from  lack  of 
understanding  to  detente." 
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In  an  article  published  in  the  ^  nudear  Weapons  systems.  Europeans,  N. 

for  the  first  time  in  % tv'^unoort  tds  idea"  EuLpe  cannot  be  a  hostage  to 

Serra  i  Serra  notes,  must  resolutely  tlv  necessary,  by  means  of 

its  o«n  fear  —  political  aeasures  »hich  will  lower  the 

tht  “XrthVeat  a„d  help  to  create  ™t 

prLe“:  rhe^ewLTe'urhtirao-^t-^Le  sUuatlon  is  favorable  these  opportuaitles 
must  be  used,  the  Spanish  defense  minister  emphasizes. 
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FRC  SPOKESMAN  COMMENTS  ON  MISSILE  AGREEMENT 

LD131024  Hamburg  DPA  in  German  0920  GMT  13  Jun  87 

[Text]  Bonn  (DPA)  —  The  Federal  Government  Fas  received  the 
agreement  of  the  NATO  countries  to  the  double  zero  option  for 
the  removal  of  U.S.  and  Soviet  intermediate-range  missiles  in 
Europe  “vrith  great  satisfaction.”  Government  spokesman  Fried- 
helm  Ost  said  in  Bonn  today  that  the  result  of  the  foreign 
ministers  of  the  16  NATO  countries  at  their  spring  meeting  in 
Reykjavik  the  previous  day  showed  that  “the  European  and  U.S. 
alliance  partners  stand  shoulder  to  shoulder.”  Bonn’s  aim  of 
achieving  progress  in  the  disarmament  and  arms  control  process 
on  a  broad  front  has  been  fully  and  wholly  confirmed. 

The  result  accords  with  the  ideas  of  the  Federal  Government 
which  understands  the  aim  of  a  zero  option  in  intermediate-range 
missiles  as  part  of  a  coherent  overall  concept.  This  includes  “the 
reduction  of  strategic  offensive  weapons,  the  global  removal  of 
chemical  weapons,  the  establishment  of  conventional  stability, 
and  the  clear  and  verifiable  reduction  of  U.S.  and  Soviet  ground- 
based  shorter  range  nuclear  missile  systems,” 

Ost  stressed  that  the  Federal  Government  paid  particular  tribute 
to  the  readiness  of  the  allies  to  take  full  account  of  the  “particular 
concerns”  of  the  FRG.  Thereby  the  “cohesion  of  the  alliance  and 
solidarity  among  ail  alliance  partners”  has  again  shown  its  worth. 
Thus  the  NATO  foreign  ministers  have  on  German  insistence 
spoken  in  favor  of  possible  further  “clear  and  verifiable  reduc¬ 
tions”  in  missiles  with  a  range  of  less  than  500  km.  They  have 
instructed  the  NATO  ambassadors  to  formulate  a  “comprehen¬ 
sive  disarmament  concept.” 


/8309 
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FRG  SPOKESMAN  COMMENTS  ON  PERSHING  ISSUE 

LD151659  Hamburg  DPA  in  German  1455  GMT  15  Jun  87 

[Text]  Bonn  (DPA)  —  Government  spokesman  Friedhelm  Ost 
has  contradicted  the  Soviet  assertion  that  the  United  States  has 
agreed  in  the  Geneva  disarmament  negotiations  to  the  destruc¬ 
tion  of  the  atomic  warheads  in  its  possession  for  the  German 
Pershing- 1 A  missiles.  Ost  is  thus  contradicting  an  article  by  the 
Soviet  chief  negotiator  Viktor  Karpov  in  the  Hamburg  news 
magazine  Spiegel,  In  it  he  had  stated  that  it  it  recognized  in 
the  American  draft  of  a  treaty  on  intermediate-range  missiles 
that  these  warheads  are  for  operational  tactical  missiles  and 
therefore  must  be  destroyed. 

Ost  said  today  in  Bonn,  that  Karpov’s  assertion  is  “incorrect." 
Both  the  American  and  the  Soviet  draft  treaties  spoke  only  of  the 
elimination  of  missiles  and  launching  installations.  The  govern¬ 
ment  spokesman  is  astonished  that  the  Soviet  Union  is  now 
bringing  this  issue  into  prominence.  During  the  entire  duration 
of  the  intermediate-range  negotiations  the  Soviet  side  did  not 
mention  the  German  Pershing-IA  missiles.  The  Soviets  did  not 
even  address  this  matter  during  the  latest  talks  with  U.S.  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  George  Shultz  in  Moscow. 

Ost  pointed  to  statements  by  Chancellor  Helmut  Kohl  and  the 
recent  NATO  foreign  ministers  conference  that  the  Pershing-1  A 
missiles  cannot  be  included  in  a  USSR-U.S.  zero  option.  The  fact 
that  the  atomic  warheads  are  in  the  possession  of  the  U.S.  docs 
not  in  any  way  alter  the  fact  that  the  Pershing-IA  missiles  arc 
not  up  for  negotiation  in  Geneva. 

/8309 

CSO:  5200/2562 


96 


INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


SENATOR  LUGAR  DISCUSSES  DISARMAMENT  WITH  FRC'S  KOHL 

LD291550  Hamburg  DPA  in  German  1418  GMT  29  Jun  87 

[Excerpts]  Bonn  (DPA)  —  U.S.  Senator  Richard  G.  Lugar  stated 
today  in  Bonn  that  the  complete  removal  of  all  missiles  with 
ranges  of  between  500-1,000  km  will  be  achieved.  Lugar,  a 
member  of  the  Senate  Foreign  Affairs  Committee,  who  came  to 
Bonn  from  briefings  with  the  disarmament  negotiators  of  both 
superpowers  in  Geneva,  strongly  denied  all  accusations  of  a 
so-called  disengagement  of  the  united  states  from  Europe. 

However,  he  did  not  want  to  exclude  economic  pressure  for  a 
reduction  in  the  U.S.  presence  in  Europe  if  the  U.S.  budget 
deficit  continues  to  worsen.  The  senator  thought  that  the  72  old 
Pershing  missiles  belonging  to  the  FRG  Air  Force  will  remain 
untouched  despite  a  complete  zero  option  in  the  ranges  500- 1 ,000 
km  as  Bunn  desires. 

The  Republican  politician  conferred  with  Chancellor  Kohl  for 
over  1  hour  on  disarmament  matters.  Afterward,  Lugar  said  in 
an  interview  with  journalists  that  the  disputed  matter  of  a  missile 
conversion  was  of  course  discussed.  Kohl  also  expressed  his 
concern  over  the  U.S.  deficit,  [passage  omitted] 

The  Federal  Press  Office  did  not  want  to  reveal  details  of  the 
talks. 

Senator  Lugar  supported  a  Soviet-American  summit  which 
could  perhaps  take  place  in  the  last  quarter  of  1987.  However, 
the  coming  about  of  the  summit  should  in  no  way  be  tied  to  the 
completion  of  the  agreement  on  the  double  zero  option  on 
intermediate-range  missiles.  It  is  much  more  important  to 
achieve  a  good  agreement  rather  than  a  timely  one,  Lugar  said, 
[passage  omitted] 
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BELGIAN  PRIME  MINISTER  MARTENS  DISCUSSES  ZERO  SOLUTION 
DW221035  Bonn  DIE  WELT  In  German  22  Jun  87  p  7 

(interview  with  Prime  Minister  Uilfrled  Martens  by  correspondent  Helmut  Hetsel 
date  and  place  not  given] 

[Excerpls]  [Passage  omitted]  Well:  Let  us  discuss  sMurity  i 
policy  It  has  been  proven  by  the  discussion  on  a  double  zero 
solution  that  it  is  still  difficult  for  the  Europeans  to  speak  with 
one  voice  in  disarmament  matters.  What  is  the  Belgian  position 
regarding  a  double  zero  option? 


Martens:  We  said  on  8  May:  We  support  the  simple  INF  zero 
option  (1,000-5,000  km  range),  and  we  demand  simultaneously 
an  agreement  on  a  global,  that  is  worldwide,  zero  option.  In  other 
words:  removal  of  the  100  U.S.  missiles  in  Alaska  and  those  of 
the  USSR  in  Asia. 


Welt:  So  you  arc  in  favor  of  global  intermediate-range  missiles 
disarmament? 


Martens:  Yes,  this  was  also  supported  by  NATO  in  Reykjavik. 
Second,  we  want  to  extend  zero  option  to  include  short-range 
mi.ssiles... 


Well:  With  a  zero  to  500  km  range? 


Martens:  No,  with  a  500- 1 ,000  km  range,  provided  this  double 
zero  option  does  not  include  the  French  and  British  nuclear 
weapons  arsenals  and  the  German  Pershing  1-A  missiles.  It  was 
our  condition:  double  zero  option  without  the  inclusion  of  the 
German  Pershing  1-A’s.  I  think  we  succeeded  m  making  this 
clear  to  the  Americans  that  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  Europe¬ 
ans  on  this  matter  is  important. 


Welt:  We  have  the  impression  that  during  your  6  May  visit  to 
Bonn  that  you  voiced  more  reservations  about  the  d^ouble  zero 
option.  The  remaining  missiles  (zero  to  500  km)  can  fall  only  on 
German  territory.  Some  people  in  Bonn  are  under  the  impression 
that  we  have  been  left  standing  in  the  rain. 
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Martens:  I  have  said  it  clearly  to  Chancellor  Kohl  that  we  want 
to  support  something  that  expresses  the  consensus  of  all  Europe¬ 
ans.  All  three  Benelux  countries  follow  that  line.  The  Italians  also 
agreed  at  that  time.  The  chancellor  knew  it.  I  do  not  know  what 
has  bwn  agreed  between  Bonn  and  Paris.  However,  the  fact  that 
we  said  to  Bonn  that  consensus  is  necessary,  indicates  that  we 
will  not  abandon  Bonn.  Consensus  was  then  achieved  on  the  basis 
of  the  72  German  Pershing  1-A  missiles. 


fVe/t:  A  good  compromise? 


Martens:  Yes,  I  think  so.  The  eondition  is  that  these  Pershing- 
1 A  missiles  can  be  equipped  with  U.S.  warheads,  [passage  omit¬ 
ted] 


fVe/t:  Will  you  go  as  far  as  saying  that  the  other  32  Belgian 
intermediate-range  missiles,  to  be  deployed  in  the  course  of 
NATO  counterarmament,  are  superfluous? 


Martens:  We  decided  on  14  March  1 985  to  deploy  the  other  32 
intermediate-range  missiles  in  late  1987  if  no  disarmament 
agreement  were  achieved.  If  an  agreement  were  to  be  achieved, 
the  already  deployed  16  intermediate-range  missiles  are  to  be 
withdrawn.  If  no  agreement  is  achieved  and  if  the  disarmament 
negotiations  are  still  going  on,  we  are  in  favor  of  a  6-month 
moratorium.  During  that  period  the  other  32  missiles  will  not  be 
deployed,  [passage  omitted] 


fVelt:  Is  Moscow’s  final  disarmament  strategy  goal  neutraliza¬ 
tion  of  the  FRG? 


Martens:  Not  only  of  the  FRG.  Complete  denulcearization  of 
Europe  could  lead  to  a  neutrality  mentality.  It  is,  therefore, 
important  that  the  alliance  leaves  no  doubt  that  it  will  use  nuclear 
weapons  if  it  were  absolutely  necessary.  As  long  as  the  Soviet 
Union  knows  that  we  are  that  steadfast,  the  danger  of  war  will 
be  very  small  —  I  say  this  intentionally  in  an  exaggerated  way. 

fVe/(:  You  maintain  that  Soviet  strategy  is  aimed  at  neutraliz¬ 
ing  all  of  Western  Europe,  perhaps  even  linked  to  reunification? 
Do  you  consider  Gorbachev  capable  of  making  such  an  offer? 

Martens:  I  cannot  judge  that.  However,  all  of  Western  Europe 
is  facing  the  question  whether  we  are  prepared  to  handle  our 
defense  strategy  in  the  future. 

ff'elc  You  do  not  want  to  comment  on  the  reunification  debate. 
Can  people  in  Belgium  understand  that  why  such  a  discussion  is 
being  held  now? 

Martens:  We  understand  that  this  is  a  significant  issue  for  the 
Germans.  However,  it  is  essential  to  continue  to  work  for  Europe 
and  for  a  European  strategy,  [passage  omitted] 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


SPAIN'S  DEFENSE  MINISTER  VIEWS  EUROPEAN  DISARMAMENT 
PM231545  Madrid  YA  in  Spanish  14  Jun  87  p  16 

[Article  by  Defence  Minister  Narclso  Serra:  "Europe  and  Nuclear  Dlsarmmenf] 


ITcxt]  The  attempts  to  achieve  a  disarmament  agreement  in 
Fmropc  date  back  to  the  end  of  the  last  century,  when  The  Hague 
Conference,  which  produced  three  declarations  which  were  not 
turned  into  agreements  nor  had  the  desired  cffectivenMS,  was 
held  in  1899  on  the  initiative  of  Czar  Nicholas  IPs  Russia. 

The  current  situation  bears  some  relation  to  alt  that,  since  today, 
too,  Moscow,  by  attempting  to  reduce  the  effort  necessary  to 
renew  its  military  system,  is  taking  up  again  an  initiative  which 
originated  in  the  West  European  countries. 

The  aim  of  The  Hague  Conference  currently  regains  topicality 
since  almost  a  century  later  arms  control  and  reduction  is  a 
debate  in  which  it  is  very  difficult  to  make  progress. 

World  War  11  ended  with  the  emergence  of  nuclear  weapons, 
whose  possession  would  become  indissolubly  linked  to  the  ability 
to  project  power  and  exert  influence.  At  first  they  were  con^- 
centrated  in  only  one  system  —  bombs  carried  aboard  aircraft 
—  but  the  progress  of  research  soon  made  it  possible  to  move 
from  the  mechanics  of  aircraft  to  the  technology  of  missiles  With 
this  the  immunity  conferred  by  distance  was  broken  and  rear 
guards  disappeared. 


The  subsequent  development  of  military  technology  and  strategic 
doctrines  gave  rise  to  the  deployment  of  nuclear  missilesand 
weapons  in  Europe,  whose  defense  was  linked  to  the  U.S.guaraii- 
tcc  and  which,  within  a  strategy  of  deterrence,  has  made  it 
possible  to  preserve  peace. 

Despite  the  disarmament  agreements  of  the  seventies  (SALT  1, 
SALT  11,  the  ABM  Treaty...),  which  sought  to  set  maximum- 
ceilings  for  arsenals,  all  this  collapsed  at  the  beginning  of  the 
present  decade  and  with  the  invasion  of  Afghanistan  by  way  of 
a  prologue.  It  was  another  missed  opportunity,  which  gave  way 
to  a  time  which  we  could  describe  as  one  of  escalation  of  the 
threat.  What  is  planned  as  deterrence  by  one  side  is  assessed  by 
the  other  as  a  hostile  manifestation,  and  vice  versa.  The  threat 
feeds  on  the  very  systems  designed  to  counter  it. 


Where  is  the  limit  to  be  set  which  would  make  it  possible  to  .say 
that  the  appropriate  level  of  security  has  been  reached? 
Thesituation  has  become  so  complicated  that  there  is  a  danger  of 
turning  the  means  designed  for  security  into  creators  of  inse¬ 
curity. 

Faced  with  this  situation,  the  wisest  thing  is  to  undertake  res¬ 
olutely  a  set  of  political  measures  which  through  dialogue  and 
agreement  would  reduce  the  level  of  the  threat  and  help  create  a 
more  secure  and  stable  world. 

Europe  now  has  the  political  opportunity  to  achieve  this.  Its 
former  formula  —  its  zero  option,  a  European  formula  articu¬ 
lated  in  Reykjavik  between  the  two  extra-European  powers  — 
makes  it  possible  to  design  a  new  prospect,  descending  from  lack 
of  communication  to  detente. 

What  is  at  stake  is  no  less  than  the  disappearance,  for  the  first 
time  in  history,  of  a  whole  class  of  nuclear  weapon  systems  whose 
target  is  the  theater  of  our  continent. 

We  Europeans  should  respond  resolutely  to  this  effect.  Europe 
must  not  be  a  hostage  to  its  own  fear.  Opportunities  for  disarma¬ 
ment  do  not  always  arise,  and  when  the  atmosphere  is  favorable 
they  should  be  taken.  Only  in  this  way  will  Europe  and  the  world 
be  able  to  regain,  100  years  later,  an  opportunity  which  they  lost 
at  that  time  and  which  they  should  never  do  so  again. 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


USSR:  EAST  EUROPFJ^NS  SPEAK  ON  SOVIET  PROPOSALS 

CSSR's  Bllak 

PM241001  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  23  Jun  87  First  Edition  p  4 


[TASS  report:  "Urgent  Task:  Vasil  Bilak  on  Problems  ol:  International  Politics"] 

[Text]  Prague,  22  Jun  The  achievement  of  an  agreement  on  eliminating  American  and 
Soviet  medium-range  missiles  in  Europe  is  an  urgent  task.  It  would  be  the  first  step 

along  the  path  of  ridding  the  European  Continent  of  nuclear  weapons,  Vasil  Bilak, 

member  of  the  Presidium  and  secretary  of  the  CPCZ  Central  Committee,  stated.  Speaking 
yesterday  at  an  antiwar  demonstration  in  Brno,  he  noted  that,  although  the  NATO 
countries  had  agreed  to  eliminate  medium-range  missiles,  they  have  put  forward  a  whole 
series  of  reservations  which  are  complicating  the  solution  of  this  important  question. 

The  leaders  of  the  Warsaw  Pact  states  at  the  Political  Consultative  Committee 
conference  in  Berlin  again  insistently  urged  all  countries  to  make  joint  efforts  in  the 
interests  of  ending  the  arms  race,  averting  a  nuclear  catastrophe,  and  security  a 
lasting  peace.  The  socialist  countries'  proposals  are  creating  good  conditions  for  our 
Euiopean  home  to  be  built  on  a  solid  foundation  of  mutual  understanding  and  cooperation 
rather  than  on  arsenals  of  weapons. 

But  while  our  efforts  are  directed  toward  strengthening  peace,  the  speaker  pointed  out, 
the  West  is  trying  to  reverse  the  wheel  of  history  and  impose  its  system  and  way  of 

life  on  us.  It  is  a  pity  the  new  approach  to  international  affairs  has  still  not  found 

expression  among  the  representatives  of  the  ruling  circles  of  certain  Western 
countries.  They  still  proclaim  a  position— of— strength  policy  and  propagate  a  doctrine 
of  nuclear  intimidation.  That  was  graphically  illustrated  in  Ronald  Reagan's  recent 
speech  in  West  Berlin.  The  U.S.  President  threatened  and  cursed  socialism  while 
counseling  the  socialist  countries  on  how  to  behave.  The  West  accuses  us  of  fearing 
the  very  v/ord  "reform."  That  is  not  so,  however.  We  favor  reform,  we  favor  everything 
that  strengthens  socialism,  enhances  its  appeal,  and  promotes  a  better  life  for  the 
people.  But  we  are  opposed  to  spurious  reform,  which  would  weaken  socialism,  the  unity 
of  the  party  and  the  people,  and  our  friendship  with  the  Soviet  Union,  V.  Bilak 
stressed. 
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SED  Plenum 


PM2313A1  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  23  Jun  87  Second  Edition  p  4 

["Own  information"  report:  "SED  Central  Conmdttee  Plenum") 

[  InKtl  A..  SRI)  Central  Committee 

of  the  cooperation  among  the 

,„u!  the  ineasutoa  it  I  Central  CoLittee  Politburo  report,  delivered  by 

I  rntcM-nal  partw^s  •  and  secretary  of  the  SED  Central  Comnuttee,  points 

lint '’thlr'^thr  conclusion  of  an  agreement  on  the  removal  of  U.S.  and  Soviet  medi.mi  range 
.nissiles  from  Europe  would  lay  a  good  foundation  tor  nuclear  disarmamei  . 

The  soviet  Union '  s  _  principled  policy  and  its 

Fischer  noted  m  his  speech,  are  now  le  pmg  nolitics  The  USSR's  proposals  take 

the  danger  threatening  the  world. 

The  plenum  noted  that  the  at  improving  Soviet 

implement  the  course  formulated  at  the  ^/^h  crsu  g  enhancing  its  prestige  in  the 
people's  living  the  70th  anniversary  of  the  Great  October 

^ei^llSrt  r'^omp^ly  c:f^irLi:i%nion  and  the  world's  progressive  forces. 

•nm  plenum  paid  great  attention  to  the  work  being  initiated  in  the  GDR  to  implement  the 
nth  SKI)  Congress'  decisions. 


Bulgarian  Commission  Backs  USSR 

PM211033  Moscow  IZVESTIYA  in  Russian  19  Apr  87  Morning  Edition  p  4 
[TASS  report:  "Removing  Artificial  Barriers"] 

[Text]  Sofia,  18  Apr — The  Bulgarian  National  Assembly  Foreign  Affairs  Com¬ 
mission  has  approved  a  statement  expressing  total  support  for  the  USSR  proposal 
to  eliminate  American  and  Soviet  medium-range  missiles  in  Europe  and  also  to 
reduce  and  subsequently  totally  eliminate  operational  and  tactical  missiles 
stationed  on  the  European  continent. 

Those  timely  steps,  the  statement  points  out,  have  been  taken  by  the  USSR  at  a 
time  when  the  growing  nuclear  arms  race  is  pushing  the  world  toward  the  abyss 
and  causing  increasing  concern  among  peoples,  particularly  in  Europe--the 
continent  and  most  saturated  with  nuclear  and  other  weapons.  The  lack  of 
tangible  progress  at  disarmament  talks  Increases  this  alarm  still  further.  At 
the  same  time,  the  Soviet-American  meeting  in  Reykjavik  showed  that  nuclear 
disarmament  is  a  reality. 
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The  Soviet  Union's  constructive  proposals  open  up  the  possibility  of  reaching  an 
agreement  which  would  have  great  political,  military,  and  psychological 
significance.  It  would  make  it  possible  to  free  Europe  of  a  considerable 
proportion  of  its  deadly  nuclear  burden  and  would  be  conducive  to  our  making 
progress  toward  a  future  without  nuclear  weapons — the  dream  of  all  people  the 
world  over . 


The  Foreign  Affairs  Commission  voiced  the  hope  that  the  new  Soviet  initiatives 
will  meet  with  understanding  and  support  among  parliamentary  circles  in  the 
countries  concerned.  Now,  when  practical  progress  is  taking  shape  in  the  task 
of  nuclear  disarmament,  artificial  barriers  must  not  be  put  in  the  way  of 
drawing  up  an  agreement  to  free  Europe  from  nuclear  weapons,  the  statement  says 
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intermediate-range  nuclear  forces 


BILAK  ADDRESSES  BRNO  PEACE  RALLY 

AU241731  Prague  RUDE  PRAVO  in  Czech  22  Jun  87  pp  1,  2 

["Excerpts"  from  a  speech  by  Vasil  Bilak,  member  of  the  Presidium  and  secretary 
of  the  CPCZ  Central  Committee,  at  a  rally  at  peace  and  CSSR-USSR  friendship  in 
Brno-Lisen  on  21  June] 

[Text]  The  rally  was  addressed  by  Comrade  Vasil  Bilak. 

All  our  endeavors  are  closely  connected  with  the  questions  of  ^a.v  and  P^ace. 
Socialism  and  peace  are  the  head  and  tail  of  the  same  com.  Without 
there  can  be  no  lasting  peace,  and  without  peace  it  is  impossible  to  build  ^ 
socialism.  Socialism  is  a  historical  objective  law.  We  are 
but  we  do  not  foist  it  upon  anyone.  Capitalism  does  not  want 

to  that.  It  systematically  strives  to  reverse  the  historic  development,  to  foist 
upon  us  its  orLr  and  way  of  life.  And  this  even  at  the  price  of  unleashing 
of  world  war.  Under  the  pretext  of  improving  socialism,  . 

their  ideas  as  wishes,  something  which  President  Reagan  recently  affirmed  in 
his  speech  in  West  Berlin,  when  he  threatened  and  damned  socialism,  ^ 

same  time  gave  advice  about  what  the  socialist  countries  should  or  should  not  do. 

n  v.c-il  Bilak  continued,  militarism,  as  a  grouping  of  the  most 

Ser^ns^f/borgeouTo'iet"  ,‘t^take.  A  poasibla  ,ar  vould  ba  equally  auic.dal  tor 
both  capitalism  and  socialism. 

,k„0.  .ell  tbal  capu.ua.  .ill  "-y,— »d%;utT=al  Ue"  a^rilu 

r:l“w^unTa;ra  t:%Ucrbr:Tr"siala„o^e  a.oug  Ibe  aocial  alrata  ot  Ibe 
whole  world. 

A  great  deal  .ill 

:ring%ene2u;::f,"ue  fr^pecu  of  preserving  h™»n  civilUation.  and  perhaps  even 
the  existence  of  our  planet. 

f  mn<!t  destructive  modern  weapons  does  not  give  a  single  state  the 

The  nature  of  the  destru  ^g^ns  alone.  In  the  present  day 

chance  to  defend  i„<,Wic„al  states  can  be  built  only  .ith 

nuclear-space  age,  the  security  development  of  cooperation  and  dialogue, 

political  means,  by  negotmtions,  by  J^^fl^P'^^^^gducing  the  level  of  military 
strengthening  peaceful  .3".;^  countries'  proposals  aimed  at  constructing  a 

"™^[SensUe‘ sjste.'™f  International  peace  and  security  provides  such  a  concept  of 
seZuS  the  genuine  path  to.ard  a  .orld  of  peace  and  cooperation. 
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The  present-day  world,  as  Comrade  Gorbachev  said  in  Prague,  is  so  interdependent  that 
all  nations  are  like  a  group  of  mountaineers  tied  onto  one  rope  on  a  mountain  face. 
They  can  either  go  up  together,  or  fall  into  an  abyss  together. 

The  new  thinking  in  international  relations  is  beginning  to  meet  with  a  favorable 
response  in  the  world.  This  is  also  beginning  to  show  in  the  fact  that  various 
political  and  social  forces  are  increasingly  demanding  their  share  when  it  comes  to 
shaping  the  official  policy  of  the  capitalist  states.  These  multifaceted  social 
forces,  regardless  of  their  ideological  or  political  convictions,  are  active  proponents 
of  averting  war,  of  a  civilized  and  mutually  useful  development  of  international 
relations  on  the  principles  of  peaceful  coexistence. 

The  concepts  of  the  USSR  and  its  allies  are  clear  in  this  respect.  Their  main 
objective  is  averting  nuclear  war,  reducing  the  level  of  military  confrontation, 
developing  international  relations  in  the  spirit  of  peaceful  coexistence,  cooperation, 
and  detente. 

The  Soviet  Union  —  by  its  realistic  proposals  which,  to  a  maximal  extent,  are  also 
taking  into  consideration  the  interests  of  the  United  States  and  other  interested 
parties,  and  by  its  patient  and  constructive  approach  in  negotiations  —  shows  that  the 
notion  of  nuclear  disarmament  and  the  ways  and  prospects  of  resolving  this  issue  are 
beginning  to  acquire  concrete  form. 

The  most  urgent  and,  at  the  same  time,  the  most  future-oriented  task  is  the  conclusion 
of  an  agreement  on  the  elimination  of  U.S.  and  Soviet  medium— range  missiles  in  Europe, 
a  matter  which  should  be  the  first  step  in  the  process  of  ridding  our  continent  of 
nuclear  weapons.  We  are  glad  that  certain  positive  steps  can  be  registered  in  that 
respect,  but  one  will  still  have  to  overcome  more  than  one  obstacle  which  the  opponents 
of  disarmament  continue  to  put  in  the  way.  Even  though  NATO  expressed  its  consent  to 
the  eliminiation  of  medium-range  missiles,  we  still  come  across  various  conditions 
which  make  the  solution  of  this  issue  preposterously  difficult. 

At  the  recent  session  of  the  Political  Consultative  Committee  in  Berlin,  the  leading 
representatives  of  the  Warsaw  Pact  member-states  appealed  with  renewed  urgency  to  all 
states  for  a  joint  effort  toward  halting  the  arms  race,  averting  a  nuclear  catastrophe, 
and  ensuring  lasting  peace. 

One  of  the  main  results  of  the  Berlin  session  is  the  proclamation  of  the  military 
doctrine  of  the  Warsaw  Pact  member-states.  This  is  a  historically  significant 
document,  which  affirms  that  the  military  doctrine  of  the  socialist  allied  states  has 
none  other  than  a  defensive  character,  and  that  it  proceeds  from  the  necessity  to 
preserve  the  equilibrium  of  military  potentials  on  a  level  adequate  to  the  needs  of 
defense. 

Czechoslovakia  is  located  in  the  geographical  center  of  Europe.  We  are  very  sensitive 
about  the  atmosphere  which  prevails  on  the  old  continent.  The  happy,  as  well  ak 
tragic,  fates  of  European  civilizations  have  always  affected  us  to  the  full  extent. 
Therefore,  it  is  in  our  vital  interest  that  an  atmpsphere  of  goodneighborliness,  trust 
and  cooperation  among  all  states,  regardless  of  their  social  system,  prevail  in  this 
part  of  the  world. 

In  World  War  II  the  nations  of  Europe  made  far  too  many  sacrifices  to  cast  doubt  on  the 
postwar  arrangement  and  resolve  ideological  conflicts  by  war.  In  the  current  nuclear 
age,  humankind's  duty  to  avert  a  nuclear  catstrophe  must  dominate  the  social  endeavor 
of  all  governments  of  the  European  states. 
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0„,  idea  of  a  co-,on  Europea.  ho.«,  in  ‘the'var^oi" 

iiifsf #f=£|iiSli=3S  i 

so-called  Sudeten  Germans  in  Nuremberg.  We  must  also  be  alarmed  by  ^  does  not 

Governn,ent  offIciaU  lend  themselves  to  defending  revanchist  claims,  and  this  does  not 

serve  good-neighborly  relations  well. 


The  socialist  states'  proposals  create  good  conditions 
on  solid  foundations  of  understanding  and  cooperation, 
weapons.  We  want  peace  and  clear  skies  overhead. 


for  building  the  European  home 
and  not  on  arsenals  of  various 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


ROMANIA:  PRESS  CONFERENCE  AT  USSR  EMBASSY  ON  ARMS  PROPOSALS 
AU271427  Bucharest  SCINTEIA  in  Romania  25  Apr  87  p  5 

[Text]  On  Friday,  24  April,  a  press  conference  was  held  at  the  USSR  Embassy 
in  Bucharest  which  was  attended  by  representatives  of  the  Ministry  of  Foreign 
Affairs,  of  the  central  press,  and  of  the  Romanian  Press  Agency  AGERPRES, 
and  by  reporters  of  foreign  press  accredited  to  our  country. 

On  this  occasion  some  aspects  of  socioeconomic  development  in  the  Soviet 
Union,  in  keeping  with  the  objectives  established  by  the  27th  CPSU  Congress 
as  well  as  the  current  directions  in  the  USSR  foreign  policy  were  presented. 
Also  reiterated  were  the  new  proposals  advanced  by  the  USSR  and  by  Mikhail 
Gorbachev,  general  secretary  of  the  CPSU  Central  Committee  on  reaching  an 
agreement  on  the  issue  of  intermediate-range  nuclear  missiles,  on  the  with¬ 
drawal  and  elimination  of  all  these  weapons  from  Europe,  and  on  total  elimina¬ 
tion  of  operative-tactical  missiles  from  Europe. 

Within  this  framework,  the  initiatives  of  Romania  and  of  Comrade  Nicolae 
Ceausescu,  RCP  secretary  general  and  president  of  the  SR  of  Romania,  on 
achieving  disarmament  and  establishing  peace  throughout  the  world  were  hiehlv 
valued. 
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USSR:.  JAPANESE  FACTOR  IN  U.S.  NUCLEAR  STRATEGY  VIEWED. 

PM050925  Moscow  KRASNAYA  ZVEZDA  in  Russian  30  May  87  First  Edition  p  3 
[Colonel  D.  Belskiy  article:.  "Assimilation..."] 

[Text]  The  impression  has  lately  been  created  that  the  Pentagon  is  not  only 
stubbornly  bent  on  giving  Japan  the  status  of  an  "unsinkable  aircraft  carrier" 
but  is  also  working  toward  assigning  it  one  of  the  most  important  roles  in  the 
United  States'  nuclear  strategy  in  the  Far  East. 

It  is  no  secret  that  Japanese  territory  has  long  since  been  a  U.S.  military 
bridgehead.  There  are  more  than  120  U.S.  military  bases  and  installations  in 
Japan.  The  largest  of  them  are  the  naval  bases  at  Yokosuka  and  Sasebo,  the 
air  force  bases  at  Yokota,  Misawa,  and  Kadena,  and  also  the  marine  air  base  at 
Iwakuni.  Basically,  they  are  all  elements  of  the  American  nuclear  infrastruc¬ 
ture  in  the  Asian  and  Pacific  region.  W.  Arkln,  director  of  the  nuclear  arms 
research  program  at  the  American  Policy  Studies  Institute,  believes,  for  example 
that  "virtually  all  Pentagon  installations  in  Japan  are  geared  toward  prepara¬ 
tion  for  a  global  conflict  or  regional  conflicts  involving  the  use  of  mass 
destruction  weapons." 

The  press  has  more  than  once  reported  about  depots  built  in  Japan  for  the 
purpose  of  storing  nuclear  ammunition  at  the  air  bases  of  Iwakuni,  Misawa 
(Honshu  Island),  Kadena,  and  Futemma  (Okinawa  Island)  and  also  at  the  Sasebo 
naval  base.  It  is  also  a  well  known  fact  that  the  American  troops  in  Japan 
and  the  7th  Fleet  whose  ships  are  based  in  Japanese  ports  have  special  subunits 
for  servicing  nuclear  weapons. 

The  accord  on  bringing  in  American  nuclear  weapons,  which  is  recorded  in  a 
special  "working  memorandum"  disclosed  in  the  Japanese  press  by  A.  Barber, 
former  U.S.  assistant  defense  secretary,  is  in  violation  of  Japan’s  well 
known  "nonnuclear  principles."  According  to  this  document,  U.S.  Navy  ships 
with  nuclear  weapons  on  board  have  the  right  to  enter  Japanese  ports  "freely 
and  without  hindrance."  And  so  they  do.  Since  last  August  alone,  American 
submarines  carrying  nuclear  weapons  have  been  in  Japanese  ports  more  than  40 
times. 
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And  now  the  United  States'  use  of  Japanese  territory  in  the  interests  of  its 
nuclear  strategy  is  developing  on  an  increasingly  broad  and  consequently 
increasingly  dangerous  scale.  This  is  evidenced  by  the  Japanese  Government's 
consent  to  open  its  air  corridors  if  need  be  to  strategic  bombers  with  nuclear 
weapons  on  board.  What  this  actually  means  is  that  the  Pentagon  now  has  the 
right  to  unrestricted  flights  over  the  country's  territory  without  consulting 
with  the  Japanese  authorities.  In  any  case,  it  is  a  well  known  fact  that  B-52 
aircraft  have  already  landed  at  the  Kadena  Air  Force  Base  on  more  than  one 
occasion. 

A  new  feature  of  the  American  military  presence  in  Japan  connected  with  U.S. 
nuclear  strategy  is  to  create  the  corresponding  infrastructure  in  Japanese 
territory  for  the  control  of  nuclear  forces  and  weapons. 

A  major  command  center  for  the  control  of  the  U.S.  Pacific  fleet  in  nuclear 
war  conditions  has  been  set  up  at  the  Yokosuka  base.  A  space  communications 
station,  the  headquarters  of  the  7th  Fleet,  and  forward-based  centers  for  the 
control  of  the  submarines  with  ballistic  missiles  which  constantly  patrol  the 
northwest  Pacific  are  housed  at  this  center  in  bunkers  and  buildings  above 
ground  level  which  are  protected  against  the  effects  of  radiation  and  thermal 
radiation. 

Underground  command  centers  for  the  control  of  U.S.  armed  forces  in  the  Pacific 
zone  in  the  event  of  a  nuclear  conflict  were  built  at  Misawa  at  the  same  time 
as  F-16  fighter  bombers,  which  carry  nuclear  weapons,  were  deployed.  Also  at 
Misawa  is  a  regional  U.S.  Air  Force  command,  as  well  as  the  largest  radio 
interception  and  electronic  surveillance  center  in  the  Far  East,  whose  main 
task  is  to  gather  intelligence  on  the  Soviet  Union  and  determine  the  targets 
for  a  nuclear  attack. 

Modernization  of  the  U.S.  Navy  communications  center  at  Yokohama  began  in 
January  1987  as  part  of  the  plan  to  develop  the  U.S.  nuclear  strategy  infra¬ 
structure  in  the  Far  East.  Basically,  they  are  building  a  new  operations 
center  for  the  control  of  the  7th  Fleet.  According  to  the  plans  of  Pentagon 
strategists,  it  is  to  play  a  key  role  in  the  control  of  American  warships  in 
the  west  Pacific  in  the  context  of  a  "postnuclear  situation."  Yes,  what  we 
are  talking  about  here  is  efforts  to  ensure  that  means  of  communication  and 
normal  conditions  for  the  vital  activity  of  the  command  and  service  personnel 
are  preserved  at  the  center  even  after  a  nuclear  war. 

In  the  interests  of  this  nuclear  strategy  there  are  plans  to  build  an  over- 
the-horizon  radar  station  on  Iwo  Jima  Island.  The  Pentagon  also  intends  to 
use  the  ultra  long-range  radar  stations  which  it  is  planned  to  build  on  the 
island  of  Kakaiga  Shima  and  at  Eblna  and  which  are  formally  Intended  for  the 
Japanese  self-defense  forces,"  as  well  as  radio  stations  operating  on  VLF 
[sverkhdlinnyye  volny],  in  the  interests  of  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces. 
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Not  without  reason,  the  Japanese  public  is  noting  with  alarm  that  all  these 
actions  by  the  Pentagon  considerably  increase  the  danger  of  Japan  becoming 
a  target  for  a  counter  strike  in  the  event  of  the  United  States  unleashing 
a  nuclear  conflict. 

It  must  also  be  stressed  that  the  possibility  of  Japanese  territory  being 
used  in  the  interests  of  U.S.  nuclear  strategy  in  the  Far  East  and  on  a  global 
scale  runs  contrary  to  Article  9  of  the  Japanese  Constitution,  which  expresses 
the  sincere  desire  of  the  Japanese  people  for  international  peace  based  on 
justice  and  order  and  their  refusal  to  use  or  threaten  to  use  armed  force  as  a 
means  of  resolving  international  disputes. 

/9738 
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TASS  CRITICIZES  NAICASONE  ON  U.S,  MISSILE  DEPLOYMENT 
LD230716  Moscow  TASS  In  English  0640  GMT  23  Jun  87 
["Wlio  Is  Nakasone  Playing  Up  To?  —  TASS  headline] 

[Text]  Moscow  June  23  TASS  —  Commentator  Askold  Biryukov  writes: 

Memories  still  linger  of  the  speech  made  by  the  Japanese  Premier  Nakasone  in 
Williamsburg  where  he  called  for  the  deployment  of  nuclear  Pershings  and  cruise 
missiles  in  Western  Europe.  Now,  at  the  regular  meeting  of  the  "seven"  in  Venice,  he 
supported  the  deployment  of  nuclear  medium-range  missiles  in  another  part  of  the  world, 
on  the  territory  of  Alaska,  in  the  United  States,  from  where  these  missiles  could  reach 
the  territory  of  the  Soviet  Union. 

The  head  of  the  Japanese  Government  obviously  wants  the  country  of  Hiroshima  and 
Nagasaki  to  become  firmly  established  in  the  role  of  a  centre  of  resistance  to  nuclear 
disarmament  not  only  in  Europe  but  also  in  other  parts  of  the  world. 

It  is  known  that  to  solve  the  problem  of  eliminating  medium-range  missiles  in  Europe 
the  USSR  agreed  with  the  United  States  in  Reykjavik  for  each  side  to  retain  100 
warTieads  on  such  missiles  —  the  USSR  in  Asia  and  the  United  States  on  its  national 
territory,  but  not  in  Alaska  because  Soviet  missiles  cannot  reach  American  territory 
and  vice  versa.  It  is  known  that  Washington  would  like  to  retain  in  the  Asia-Pacific 
region  its  nuclear  missiles  that  are  deployed  against  the  USSR  and  this  compels  the 
Soviet  Union  to  search  for  an  answer  to  this  threat  and  to  sustain  the  necessary 
ha  1 ance . 

At  ttic  same  time  the  USSR  is  prepared  to  solve  the  problem  of  medium-range  missiles  on 
a  global  scale  as  well.  All  this  requires  is  that  the  threat  emanating  from  the  United 
States  nuclear  arms  deployed  in  Japan,  South  Korea,  the  Philippines,  on  board  aircraft 
frarriers  and  other  American  naval  ships  be  withdrawn. 

But  the  Nakasone  government,  while  paying  lip  service  to  a  "global  zero  option  on 
mediiun-range  missiles,"  does  not  strive  in  any  way,  and  this  follows  from  its 
statements,  for  an  elimination  of  this  class  of  nuclear  weapons.  Rather  quite  the 
contrary.  It  continues  to  add  grist  to  the  mill  of  those  circles  which  resist  in  every 
way  real  steps  in  the  field  of  nuclear  disarmament.  The  Japanese  newspaper  MAINICHI 
noted  in  this  connection  that  Premier  Nakasone 's  position  boils  down  to  the  following 
—  "the  deployment  of  American  missiles  in  Alaska  will  turn  into  a  mighty  card  in  the 
hands  of  the  United  States  at  talks  with  the  USSR." 


Ill 


This  approach  by  the  government  was  firmly  condemned,  including  in  Japan,  where  it  is 
criticised  not  only  by  the  opposition  parties  but  also  by  certain  quarters  in  the 
ruling  party.  The  prime  minister's  statement,  MAINICHI  continues,  "became  the  ultimate 
manifestation  of  his  position  displayed  in  Williamsburg."  The  paper  says  this  implies 
"t!ie  drawing  of  Japan  into  the  nuclear  strategy  of  the  West." 

Incidentally,  the  joining  of  the  American  "Star  Wars"  programme  announced  by  the 
Nakasone  government  should  be  understood  in  the  same  context  because,  as  it  was  rightly 
noted  by  the  paper,  SDI  "is  an  embodiment  of  the  present  nuclear  strategy  of  the  United 
States . " 


Bv  calling  for  the  deployment  of  new  nuclear  weapons  the  Japanese  premier  not  only 
iLuTts  the  feelings  o/ his  own  people,  the  first  victim  of  the  use  of  nuclear  arms 
He  displays  total  disregard  for  the  feelings  and  will  of  other  peoples  which  have  tired 
of  confrontation  and  demand  immediate  and  concrete  efforts  to  speed  up  the  process  of 
fisarlment  and  remove  all  the  artificial  obstacles  standing  in  the  way  to  freeing 
mankind  of  the  burden  of  nuclear  arms. 
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PRC  ENVOY  CALLS  FOR  REMOVAL  OF  ASIAN  MISSILES 

OW260641  Beijing  XINHUA  Domestic  Service  in  Chinese  1334  GMT  25  Jun  87 

[Text]  Geneva,  25  Jun  (XINHUA)  ~  China's  disarmament  Ambassador  Fan  Guoxiang 
emphatic^ly  pointed  out  at  the  summer  session  of  the  Geneva  disarmament  conference 
today:  The  medium-range  missiles  deployed  by  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States  in 
Europe  and  Asia  should  be  reduced  according  to  the  same  principle,  simultaneously,  and 
in  a  synchronized  and  balanced  manner  until  their  total  destruction;  they  should 
prs,ctxc6  the  zero  option"  in  both  Europe  end  Asin* 

Fan  Guoxiang  said:  Whether  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  United  States  will  remove  all 
their  medium-range  missiles  from  Europe  and  Asia  and  how  they  will  do  so  have  a  direct 
bearing  on  the  security  of  European  and  Asian  countries.  The  demands  of  these 

respect  and  serious  consideration.  He  pointed  out; 
^e  security  of  Europe  is  important,  but  equally  important  is  the  security  of  Asia, 
^en,  why  will  100  medium-range  missiles  remain  in  Asia  while  all  will  be  removed  from 
Europe.  Such  a  move  constitutes  a  military  threat  to  the  security  of  Asian  nations  as 
well  as  political  unfairness;  and  it  will  not  ease  the  minds  of  European  countries 

either,  pierefore,  in  the  end  it  will  not  necessarily  benefit  the  United  States  or  the 
boviet  Union. 

Fan  Guoxiang  said:  For  some  time,  the  trend  of  Soviet-U.S.  disarmament  talks  has 
attracted  wide,  international  attention.  The  talks  held  between  them  recently  over  the 
medi^-range  missile  issue  and  the  various  proposals  put  forward  by  them  are  even  more 
spectacular.  It  is  natural  for  the  world’s  people  to  be  concerned  about  the  actions 
being  taken  by  the  countries  that  possess  over  10,000  nuclear  warheads.  The  Chinese 
delegation  holds  that  dialogue  between  the  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  is  better 
than  confrontation,  and  relaxation  is  better  than  tension  in  East-West  relations  and  in 
the  relations  between  the  two  opposing  military  blocs.  The  principle  of  settling 
disputes  peacefully  contained  in  the  UN  charter  should  be  supported  by  all  UN  member 

U.S.-Soviet  talks  will  soon  reach  disarmament  agreements 
that  will  be  conducive  to  the  relaxation  of  international  tensions  and  will  not  harm 
the  interests  of  other  countries. 
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Ho  said:  It  is  possible  for  the  two  major  nuclear  powers  to  reach  temporary  an 

partial  agreements  in  their  disarmament  talks  because  of  the  strong  demands  of  e 
world  people  and  because  of  their  own  needs.  The  Geneva  disarmament  conference  and  the 
international  community  should  urge  them  to  firmly  take  the  first  step  toward  "aclea 
disarmament  at  an  early  date  and  to  take  action  to  eliminate  all 

in  Europe  and  Asia,  including  missiles,  launchers,  and  nuclear^  warheads.  We  s^ou 
also  note  that  the  two  major  nuclear  powers  have  not  changed  their  basic  strategies  no 
llTe  they  made  any  substantive  progress  in  their  talks  on  strategic  nuclear  weapons  and 
space  arms  The  people  of  the  world  should  watch  out  for  their  continues  arms  race 
efri^urfotms.  For  tL  sake  of  true  relaxation  of  the 

completely  justified  to  demand  that  the  two  major  nuclear  powers  eliminate  all  the 
r^iirrangi  missiles,  drastically  reduce  their  other  nuclear  weapons  at  home  and 
abroad,  and  stop  testing,  producing,  and  deploying  any  nuclear  weapons. 

Ambassador  Fan  Guoxiang  pointed  out:  Complete  and  thorough  nuclear  di^Tlms  Sways 
be  made  overnight.  As  a  practical  measure  to  prevent  nuclear 

advocated  that  all  nuclear  countries  should  commit  themselves  not  to  be  the  first  to 
.eapons  under  any  elrcu»atances  and  not  to  uae  nor  threaten  "“I'" 

.eapons  apainst  nonnuclear  countriea  and  nuclear-free  rones.  ^  ‘ 

China  possessed  nuclear  weapons,  the  Chinese  Government  solemnly  declared  that  at  no 
time  and  under  no  circumstances  will  China  be  the  first  to  use  nuclear  weapons.  China 
has  repeatedly  declared  that  it  unconditionally  con^its  itself  not  to 
weapons  against  nonnuclear  countries  and  nuclear-free  zones,  and  it  favors  the 
conclusion!  through  negotiations,  of  an  international _  convention  on  nonuse  of  nuclear 
weapons  and  not  threatening  to  use  nuclear  weapons  against  nonnuclear  nations. 

He  said-  China  respects  and  supports  the  countries  concerned  in  establishing  nuclear 
"Lpops-frec  zoPdP  In  the  light  of  the  actual  eltuatlon  of  their 

on  the  basis  of  consultations  among  the  countries  themselves.  We  believe  tl  at 
countries  with  nuclear  weapons  should  respect  their  demands  and  propositions,  consider 
tC  positions  of  nuclear-f?ee  zones,  and  undertahe  related  coMsltments.  China  s.ppor  s 
the  proposals  to  establish  ouolear-free  zones  In  hatin  America,  the  South  Paci  , 
Africa  ^  the  Middle  East,  South  Asia,  and  on  the  Korean  peninsula  and  has  signed 
froJoc^ls  related  to  the  treaty  for  the  prohibition  of  nuclear  weapons  in  Latin  America 
and  the  treaty  for  the  South  Pacific  nuclear-free  zone. 

Fan  Gouxiang  said  in  conclusion:  As  early  as  16  October  1964  when  China  first  had  an 
atomic  bomb,  the  Chinese  Government  issued  a  statement  advocating  the  comple  ^ 
prohibition  and  thorough  destruction  on  nuclear  weapons.  The  statement  said  solemnly. 
"We  wholeheartedly  hope  that  a  nuclear  war  will  never  occur,  and  we 

a  nuclear  war  can  be  avoided  as  long  as  all  peace-loving  countries  and  peoples  in  the 
world  make  joint  efforts  and  struggle  persistently  for  this  end. 

This  year's  summer  session  of  the  Geneva  disarmament  conference  bepn  on  9  June. 
Attending  the  conference  are  representatives  from  40  countries,  including  the 
permanent  members  of  the  UN  Security  Council.  Main  items  on  the  agenda  are  ques  lo 
orpreventing  the  arms  race  in  outer  space,  halting  the  arms  race,  nuclear  disarmamen  , 
prohibition  of  chemical  weapons,  prohibition  of  nuclear  tests,  preventing  nuclear  wars, 
and  comprehensive  disarmament  plans. 
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PEOPLE'S  DAILY  ON  'BRIGHTER  PROSPECTS'  FOR  INF  AGREEMENT 
nK290829  Beijing  RENMIN  RIBAO  in  Chinese  26  Jun  87  p  6 

[Commentary  by  correspondent  Zhang  Liang  (1728  0081):  "Prospects  for  a  U.S. -Soviet 
Agreement  on  Medium-Range  Missiles"] 

[Text]  ^  On  the  15th  of  this  month,  on  the  basis  of  a  consensus  with  its  NATO  allies, 
the  United  States  officially  announced  that  it  accepted  the  Soviet  Union's  "double-zero 
proposal"  regarding  the  talks  on  guided  missiles  in  Europe,  and  called  for  the 
removal,  on  a  global  scale,  of  all  U.S.  and  Soviet  medium-range  missile  systems."  The 

prospects  for  a  U.S. -Soviet  agreement  on  medium-range  missile  in  the  near  future  have 
thus  become  brighter. 

The  "double-zero  proposal"  was  introduced  in  April  this  year.  Since  Soviet  leader 
orbachev  proposed  the  removal  of  all  U.S.  and  Soviet  medium-range  missiles  deployed  in 
countries  have  taken  for  granted  that  the  Soviet  Union  has  accepted 
TO  s  ^  zero  proposal."  However,  on  the  other  hand,  they  also  worry  that  the  removal 
of  medium-range  missiles  may  give  the  Soviet  Union  an  edge  in  short-range  guided 
missiles.  ^  Thus,  in  mid-April,  when  U.S.  Secretary  of  State  Shultz  was  visiting  the 
Soviet  Union,  Soviet  leader  Gorbachev  proposed  the  removal  of  all  tactical  guided 
missiles  with  a  range  of  between  500  and  1,000  km  (that  is,  medium-short-range  guided 
missiles)  in  addition  to  confirming  his  proposal  for  the  removal  of  all  U.S.  and  Soviet 
medii^-range  guided  missiles  (that  is,  guided  missiles  with  a  range  of  between  1,000 
and  5,000  km)  deployed  in  Europe.  He  also  claimed  that  the  Soviet  Union  was  going  to 
remove  in  the  near  future  all  such  missiles  it  had  deployed  in  Europe  and  that  it  would 
put  this  down  in  the  agreement  on  medium-range  missiles. 

This  Soviet  proposal,  which  has  since  been  referred  to  as  the  "double-zero  proposal," 
has  aroused  excitement  in  the  West.  The  United  States  welcomes  this,  thinking  that 
t  iis  IS  one  step  closer  to  the  demands  of  the  Western  countries,  that  it  provides  the 
United  States  and  the  Soviet  Union  with  a  golden  opportunity  to  reach  agreement  on 
nuclear  arms  reduction,  and  that  it  is  in  line  with  U.S.  intentions.  However,  it 
indicated  that^  it  could  not  respond  to  it  immediately.  Its  excuse  was  that  matters 
concerning  United  States  and  its  Western  allies'  defense  strategy  must  first  be 
discussed  within  NATO  before  a  decision  can  be  made. 


Eastern  European  countries  have  quickly  indicated  their  positions  on  the  "double-zero 
proposal."  At  a  Warsaw  Pact  summit  toward  the  end  of  May,  they  reiterated  their 
support  for  a  U.S. -Soviet  agreement  based  on  the  proposal.  However,  there  is 
disagreement  within  NATO  and  its  members  cannot  make  a  decision.  There  is  disagreement 
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will,  be  seriously  threatened . 

Thus  there  have  been  frequent  bilateral  negotiations  between  the  United  States  and 
c  ;ru  European  countries,  and  frequent  ^ulti-lateral  -gotratron^  a.ong  -  J 

NATO  men, hors  have  at  last  accepted  the  -double-zero  Proposal 

pressure.  They  do  not  want  to  give  people  _  the  impression  that  they  are  drag 

U.S. -Soviet  arms  reduction."  [paragraph  continues] 

•  ►UoH  ih<a  United  States  has  made  some  corresponding 
However,  a  more  important  reason  is  ^  w^rween  seven  western  countries, 

promises.  In  early  June,  at  the  Venice  summi  United  States  "will  not 

President  Reagan  promised  the  United  the  United  States  has  also 

alter  its  defense  obligations  to  Europe.  Soviet  Union  on  rectifying  the 

indicated  that  it  will  conduct  negotiations  with  the  Soviet 

imhalance  in  conventional  military  strength  in  Europe. 

,.y  H>e  “nd  srier^pye.l'tativ./ to 

„.r,.-Soy1ot  t.Uo  CO  ".odl»»-™og«  However,  according  to 

the  talks  have  produced  a  first  dratt  ot  a  j  ^  ^  Ue  resolved 

various  sources,  many  lo^S'^tanding,  difficult  problems  have  yet^ 

although  both  the  United  states  an  F^^It  is  not  so  easy  to  reach  an  agreement 

contents  and  basic  makeup  of  the  .  J"  gtaLs  has  called  for  the 

that  is  acceptable  to  mediian-short-range  guided  missiles, 

removal,  on  a  global  scale,  ot  a  A1 thoueh  they  would  be  allowed  to 

However,  the  Soviet  Union  has  reserva  ions  on  *  aeree  on  where  to  deploy  them, 

keep  100  medium-range  guided  missiles  each,  The  United  States  calls  for 

in  Lditinn,  them  le  aUo  the  end  to  examine 

comprehensive  inspection  in  orde  J,  ,  gas  also  suggested  that  they  both 

t,/»i.ceUe  ayatca  P'>at  ahoeld  he  to  eirinf  the  »iaalle 

pornvHicnUly  station  people  in  e^  f  -  nH  ihpir  facilities  for  producing, 

Ihich  the  agreement  allows  them  to  retain  and  their  also  calls  for 

assembling,  maintaining,  and  storing  gui( e  mis  •  pj-ivate  military  production 

.,t,:ict  T-P-Pl™.  \r;\he°''so:LXTo„  ^d  [h"  Srited  StateL  Vgarding 

enterpiise.s  in  countries  o  ,t  •  u  own  "intentions  and  have  great 

this,  tbe  United  States  and  the  Soviet  Unio_n  have  their 

differences  between  them.  Regarding  me  lum  ^  o  Germany  remains  a  subject  of 

what  to  do  with  the  72  Pershing-IA  guided  missiles  lA  guided  missiles 

dispute.  The  Soviet  Union  argues  that  since  the  ra  g  g^^tes  maintains  that 

is  well  over  500  km,  they  should  be  *  they^are ’beyond  what  should  be  discussed  at 

since  these  missiles  are  under  FRG  control,  they  ^  prepared  its  own 

the  U.S. -Soviet  missile  talks.  In  addition,  ea  g.  The  Soviet  Union  has 

timetable  for  removing  their  medium  range  missi  means  that  they  should 

suggested  that  they  be  removed  over  5  f^rst  stage  and  remove  the  remaining  50 

remove  50  percent  of  their  missi  cs  States  thinks  that  the  Soviet  Union  should 

nrrS  ^ -e  umted  states  before  they 
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proceed  to  remove  their  missiles.  These  problems  are  difficult  and  complicated.  As 
soon  as  specific  talks  begin,  they  will  find  these  problems  really  knotty  and  there 
will  apparently  be  endless  haggling.  Not  long  ago,  U.S.  Secretary  of  State  Shultz  also 
described  the  talks  as  "far  from  nearing  the  end." 

Given  the  brighter  prospects  for  an  agreement  on  medium-range  missiles,  the  United 
States  and  the  Soviet  Union  are  making  renewed  efforts  to  bring  about  another  summit. 
Both  sides  desire  another  summit.  It  is  reported  that  there  will  be  another  summit 
before  the  end  of  this  year.  However,  much  depends  on  the  progress  in  the  disarmament 
talks. 

/9738 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


riUWDA  ON  'ORCHESTRATED  BALLYHOO’  OVER  SS-20'S  IN  ASIA 
rM'301406  Moscow  PRAVDA  in  Russian  30  Jun  87  Second  Edition  p  6 

[Vsevolod  Ovchinnikov  ■■Com.i.entator ' s  Column":  "Who  Is  Against  a  Nuclear-Free  Asia?"] 

[Text]  A  carefully  orchestrated  ballyhoo  about  medium-range  missiles  in  Asia  has  now 
been  launched  in  the  United  States,  Western  Europe,  and  Japan. 

Thpv  are  trvinfi  to  depict  the  Soviet  Union  as  an  opponent  of  the  elimination  of  this 
c  ass  of  vea^onr  globally.  They  claim  that  "The  USSR  needs  mediu^a-range  nuclear 
would  CO,. u  dicect  tUceot  Co  Cdluu  ■'  Ihic  f “V‘forpo"oco  ^ 

Both  the  Soviet  and  the  Chinese  leadership  emphasize  the  urgent  need  for  peace 
“osolvo  tiriucLudl  tasU  of  social  renewal.  The  USSR  and  the  ™'=. 

of  key  Interuational  problems  from  similar  standpoints.  The  two  neighboring  social!. 
sLS  h."ve  declared  ihat  they  will  never  be  the  first  to  use  nuclear  weapons.  They 
both  oppose  the  militarization  of  space. 

Other  views  are  also  being  put  forward  in  the  West:  For  instance,  that  the_  formula 
"^w^  zerCrplus  100"  JeopardLes  Japan's  security.  There  was  a  stormy  -action  fr  m 
the  Japanese  public  to  Prime  Minister  Nakasone's  words  tha 

eliminate  all  its  medium-range  missiles  in  Asia,  the  ^^^^ed  States  should  stati 
American  missiles  of  this  class  in  Alaska"  (that  is,  keep  Soviet  territory  in  its 

This  statement,  as  the  newspaper  MAINICHI  rightly  believes  symbolizes 

Japan's  involvement  in  the  U.S.  nuclear  strategy  and  could  sharply  exacerbate  military 
tension  in  the  northwestern  Pacific. 

Why  did  the  Soviet  Union  agree  in  Reykjavik  to  keep  100  warheads  each  the 

medi,m, -range  missiles  of  the  USSR  and  the  United  States?  ^his  is  a  kiaid  of  -mp^  ’ 

due  to  the  U  S.  Administration's  desire  to  keep  nuclear  systems  in  Asia,  systems  h 
are  deployed  against  the  Soviet  Union.  The  United  States  has,  after  all,  concentrated 
a  mighty  .(ucie.ir  force  in  the  Aslan  and  Pacific  region  and  is  replenishing  the  nuclo 
ar"ef.a]I  .T.  its  ships  and  at  Its  military  bases  on  foreign  country's  territory.  This 
forces  the  Soviet  Union  to  maintain  the  balance  of  forces. 

At  the  same  time  the  USSR  is  prepared  to  resolve  the  problem  of  medium-range  missiles 

gJobaUy.  would  be  no  obstacles  to  this  if  the  United  States  agreed  to  elimna  e 

its  nuclear  systems  in  Japan,  South  Korea,  and  the  ^  ^  miLiles 

carrier  flotilla  behind  agreed  borders,  and,  of  course,  have  no  range  ; 

on  its  own  territory.  So  the  "global  zero  option"  is  hampered  not  by  Moscow  s 
objections,  but  by  Washington's  nuclear  ambitions  in  the  Asian  and  Pacific  region. 


/9738 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE  NUCLEAR  FORCES 


BRIEFS 

BREMEN  MAYOR  TALKS  WITH  HONECKER—Berlin  (DPA)~The  mayor  of  Bremen,  Klaus 
Wedemeler  (SPD) ,  stated  after  talks  with  GDR  head  of  state  and  party  Honecker 
that  both  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  GDR  see  "no  chance"  of  continuing  the  Soviet— 
American  disarmament  negotiations  without  the  inclusion  of  the  Pershing-IA 
missiles  stationed  in  the  FRG.  After  the  hour-long  talks,  Wedemeier  told 
journalists  in  East  Berlin  that  Honecker  had  spoken  of  information  from  the 
Soviet  leadership  yesterday  that  the  United  States  does  not  want  to  negotiate 
about  these  missiles  because  they  are  in  the  possession  of  the  Federal 
Republic.  According  to  Wedemeier,  the  continuation  of  the  negotiations  could 
be  endangered  by  this.  In  the  case  of  the  72  Pershing  missiles  the  Bundeswehr 
is  only  in  possession  of  the  carrier  rockets  while  the  nuclear  warheads  for 
them  are  in  the  possession  of  the  United  States.  The  head  of  the  Federal 
Republic  s  permanent  mission  in  East  Berlin  added  that  according  to  his  own 
information  as  a  participant  in  the  talks  the  carrier  systems  for  the 
Pershing-lA’s  have  so  far  not  been  a  subject  of  the  Soviet— American  negotiations 
in  Geneva.  [Excerpt]  [Hamburg  DPA  in  German  1227  GMT  1  Jul  87]  /8309 
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CHEMICAL,  BIOLOGICAL  WEAPONS 


USSR:  U.S.  CULTIVATING  'DEADLY'  VIRUSES  FOR  MILITARY  USE 
PM261709  Moscow  KRASNAYA  ZVEZDA  in  Russian  14  Jun  87  Second  Edition  p  3 
[Lieutenant  Colonel  V.  Markushin  "Rejoinder":  "Why  Are  They  Cultivating  Viruses?"] 


[Text]  The  mass  media  have  again  drawn  the  attention  of  the  world 

“r.‘“*;“Lo’':rrspeci,rc"::.:.  rt  ot-tuu..,  ....e  ..-ins  "vi..-. 

the  most  deadly  diseases  on  earth. 

Ac!  is  well  known,  the  AIDS  epidemic  is  snowballing  in  the  United  States.  And 
nevertheless  almost  as  if  cocking  a  snook  at  this  "20th  century  plague,  the  mill  ary 
department  intends  to  cultivate  new  viruses  capable  of  destroying  masses  o  P®°P  ‘ 

WhUe  concentrating  their  efforts  on  fighting  one  evil,  ^  doTlars  to  it. 

artificially  creating  a  new  one,  and  allocating  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  to  ic. 

Since  1981  expenditure  on  biological  research  for  military  purposes  has  increased  six 
Um^r  over  -  from  14  to  90  million  dollars.  And  this,  as  they  say,  is  only  the 

beginning . 

Not  only  troops  and  the  population  can  be  the  targets  of 

to  to  the  specialists.  Using  pathogenic  organisms  it  is  possible  to  ® 

plants  on  tL  very  broadest  scale  -  that  is,  in  this  way  appreciable  losses  can  be 

inflicted  on  agriculture  and  on  the  opposing  side’s  economy  as  a  whole.  Thus  it  is 

means  of  biological  sabotage  without  even  entering  into  military  conflict.  J  is 

Zs"  the  means  on  which  the  U.S.  military  laboratories  are  working  are  dreadful, 

insidious  weapons. 
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